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To.comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumn in
your comment form during teday’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Response to Comment of Kamel Alexander

Ind1-1, Kamel Alexander
Comment noted regarding preference for Alternative 2.
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Response to Comments of Kamel Alexander the turn-out and the Mokelumne Aqueducts would require
environmental review.

Ind2-1, Kamel Alexander

Project alternatives were evaluated and screened prior to
preparing the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. The screening analysis for
alternatives is described in detail in Appendix B of the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS. EBMUD holds a water service contract for American
River water only.

Ind2-2, Kamel Alexander
See the responses to “ Alternatives Considered” and “Relationship

to CALFED” major issues in Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind2-3, Kamel Alexander
See response to “Delta and Sacramento River Alternatives” major

issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind2-4, Kamel Alexander
Page 2-18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS describes when water would

be diverted through the Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant (WTP)
for use by EBMUD under Alternative 3. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS
assumed that water would only be delivered to EBMUD through
the Fairbairn WTP during a planned outage.

Ind2-5, Kamel Alexander
The project costs and cost sharing in Table 2-6 of the 1997 Draft

EIR/EIS are estimates. The final cost sharing between EBMUD,
the City, and the County would be determined under

Alternative 3. However, the cost-sharing proportions indicated in
Table 2-6 would be similar.

Ind2-6, Kamel Alexander
EBMUD could take delivery of water at the contract turn-out on

the Folsom South Canal without modifying the water service
contract with Reclamation. The construction of a pipeline between

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-5 Final EIR/EIS
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Mary Armstrong

24356 N. Kennefick Rd.

' Galt, CA 95632
(209) 369-6723

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD, MS#305

PO Box 24055

Ozkland, CA 94623-1055

re: DEIR/EIS for the EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

Dear Sir,

This is to inform your committee that the Folsom South Canal Connection Project
that will require the abandonment of the railroad will also take my home and business.

The house is a custom home of approximately 6,000 square feet with four full
baths (including a master bath and master bath suite), three fireplaces, inside spa room,
cathedral ceiling with two and 2 half stories of glass to overlook my property, etc. My
business is breeding exotic birds (parrots) and selfing their hand fed babies. 1 have
approximately 150 breeders and much of the home is used in the business.

If the canal does come this way, I will demand full replacement value of the real

property, the business, loss of income and potential income, and enough time to rebuild. Ilnd 3-1
In addition, my 53 acres have been graded to prevent any flocding or even ind 3-2

standing water anywhere on the property. EBMUD will be held responsibie for

maintaining the integrity of the water runoff. I question that this can be done since the

canal would block the exit of the water.

If these demands are not met without the necessity of lawsuits, you will have to kil
me to get my property. | would have nothing else to loose. My husband died, and I have
lost my mobility and my vocation. The only thing T have left is my home, business and the
birds. Therefore, this is not an idle threat. It is a promise. I will also see to it that non-
violent protests occur due to the threat imposed to endangered species.

‘Sincerely,

Mary Armstrong

Response to Comments of Mary Armstrong

Ind3-1, Mary Armstrong
EBMUD would fairly compensate landowners directly affected by
the project.

Ind3-2, Mary Armstrong

The adversely impacted areas of graded land would be returned to
their original condition as part of the construction plan. In
addition, EBMUD is proposing to construct a buried pipeline and
not an open canal. See the response to the “Construction-Related
Environmental Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

8-7

Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-8 ’ - Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Tom Avenall

Ind4-1, Tom Avenall

Thank you for your input and drawing. The construction design
for the pipeline is indeed planned for beneath the center of the
roadway in some locations, but not within the levee. Figure 2-11
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS shows a typical pipeline construction
design.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-9 Final EIR/EIS
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Response to Comment of Steven Ayes, Armour Steel

Ind5-1, Steven Ayes, Armour Steel

Chapter 10 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS outlines relevant local plans
and policies applicable to this project. See the response to the
“Construction-Related Environmental Commitments and

' ‘ Mitigation” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

Kurt Ladensack . March 3, 1998
EBMUD, MS #305

PO Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Reference:  EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Subject: Public Comments

Gentlemen,

I'm writing this letter to advise you of my concerns with regard to the proposed
construction of the EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Supply Project. Currently, your
proposed locations for the Intake/Pipe Line is within the Richards Bivd. Redevelopment Ind5-1
Area. During the construction phase of this project, the Richards Blvd. Redevelopment
Area, our property and our business will be negatively affected as a result of the intended
construction. Ingress and egress of the traffic which many of the businesses depend upon
will be impaired. As a result, business and property owners will loose revenue.

If you choose to put the Richards Blvd. Redevelopment Area, there will need to be
some mitigation to off set said impacts. Please contact me at your earliest convenience so
that we may discuss same.

Sincerely,

5 e Augend®

Steven Ayes
Chief Executive Officer

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-11 Final EIR/EIS
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Response to Comment of Charles L. Bennett

Ind6-1, Charles L. Bennett

Projected air emissions associated with the construction phase of
the project are presented in Table 13-4 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.
Appendix G in Volume II of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS provides the
assumptions and calculations used to create Table 13-4. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 are anticipated to create unavoidable short-
term significant impacts on air quality from dust and vehicle
emissions based on these calculations. As stated in Chapter 13 of
the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the emissions calculations are based on
worst-case analysis for each county. No mitigation is available to
reduce the short-term significant impact in Sacramento County to
less-than-significant levels for ROG, NOx, and PM;o. Alternatives
2 and 3 would be subject to Sacramento Air Quality Management
District's Rules concerning fugitive dust. A Dust Suppression Plan
would be implemented during construction to assist in reducing
PMi levels. Mitigation Measure 13-1 would be implemented
during construction to reduce NOx and ROG emissions. No long-
term impacts on air quality are anticipated from the project
following the construction phase.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-13 Final EIR/EIS
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This Information may also be of use if you need to locate PM10 emission credits for mitigation

Charles L. Bennett purposes.
3437 Birchtree Way.
Sacramento, CA 95862 ]
(916) 363-9559 Sincerely,
Conlly o e i tf

December 21, 1997

Kurt G. Landensack

Manager of Water Supply Improvements
East Bay Municipal Utility District

MS#305, P.O. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Dear Mr. Landensack

At your recent public hearing in Rosemont, concerning the Draft EIR on your proposed
Supplemental Water Supply Project, I spoke of fourteen industrial sites in Sacramento that
emit more than 5 tons per year of PM10. These sites are listed in Table | below.

Table |
Ind7-1
Sacramento County Industrial Facilities Emitting More Than S Tons/Year of PM10! :
PM10
Emissions !
Name | Address | City Zip J(Toas/Vear) ’
A. Teichert & Son {8760 Kiefer Bivd |Sscramento 95826 91,7
Acrojet jAcrajet Road & Hwy S |Ranche Cordoval 95852 71.7
Procter & Gamble 8201 Fruitri Road Sacramento 95826 64.4
Granite Construction Company |4291 Bradebzw Read Sacramento 95827 34.3
Biue Diamond Growers 1802 C Strect Sscramento 95814 24.0 |
RMC Lonestar 11148 White Rock Road [Rancho Cordova] 95670 235 .
US_Governmeat McClellan Air Force Base[North Highlands| 95652 20.1 H
H C Muddox Compan 4875 Bradibsw Road [Sscramento 95826 17.0 :
Dorris Lomber & Mouldin 2601 Avenue Sacramento 95820 16.7
Setzer Forest Products 2570 3rd Street Sacramento 95818 11.2
Thunderbird Moulding CO 6081 Power Inn Road °  [Sacraments 95824 9.8
Sscramento ates S411 Mayhew Road Sacramento 95826 9.8
bell Soup Compaa; 6200 Franklin: Bivd Sacramento 95824 89
California Cascade Industries 7701 17th Ave Sacrameato 95820 7.6

! *Califomia Emission Inventory Development and Reporting System. Facility Summary”. Database - 1993,
page 117 - 119. California Air Resources Board. Technical Support Division. 2020 *L" Strect, Sacramento

CA95812.

8-15
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Response to Comment of Charles L. Bennett

Ind7-1, Charles L. Bennett
Comment noted. The information received supplements oral
comments of December 9, 1997 (Comment PHR 1-1). See response

to comment Indé-1.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-17 Final EIR/EIS
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Charles L. Bennett
3437 Birchiree Way
Sacramento. CA 93826

January 5. 1998

Furt Landensack

Water Supply Improvements Division
EBUAMD

Mail Stop #3058, PO Box 24085
Oakland. CA 95630

Daar My, Landensack:

The extension of the deadline for comments on the Drafi EIR/EIS. for vour proposed
Supplemental Water Supply Project, permits to respond fo a comment by one of my neighbors,
at the Public Hearing in Rosemont on December 9, 1997. During his public comments he
wondered out loud how frequently the California twentyv-four hiour average Pm10 standard wag
violated in our area. This standard is 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ugm3). For the purposes
of this discussion. a day with a concentration highar than this is referred 1o as an episode day.

1 have used historical Pm10 and precipitation data in an analysis that shows that there
ar2 56 epivode days during a drought svinter and 7 zpizode days during a wet winter. { For the
purpoge of this discussion a winter is defined as the momhs of October. November Dzcember.
and January of the following year). Few episode davs occur during other months of the year,
The results of my analysis can be pictured in the computer plot. attached fo this letter.

This plot show a 89 % increase in the number of days with rain and a 30 %, decrease in
the number of episode days during the 19921993 winter. T am not awars of any “varifiable and
enforceable”™ Pm10 emission control measure. implemented by the responsible control
agencies, that could have contributed to this one year improvement in air quality. (The
California Air Resources Board is responsible for controlling motor vehicle emission. and the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Managemsnt Districts ie responsiblz for controlfing all
other emissions). Changes in meteorology was the dominate factor in this improvement. If’
there had been a permanent decrease in Pm10 emissions and meteorology did not influsnce the
trend, the 1995-1996 winter would not have shown a 23 %% increase in episode days, as it did.

1 have requested precipitation statistics for the last two winters so that I can plot the last
two precipitation data points on Figure 1. Iremember these as wet winters and am confident
that the additional data will not alter my conclusions. Iam prepared to provide creditable
references and additional comments, with computer aids, to support mry comments.

Sincerely;

Q\o,aui’@qmzﬂ .
arles L. Bermett

Rogemont Regident

cc. Rosemont Community Association

Ind8-1
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Response to Comment of Charles L. Bennett

Ind8-1, Charles L. Bennett
Comment noted regarding PMio emissions. See response to
comment Ind6-1

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-21 Final EIR/EIS
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William-L. Bemry, Jr.
3420 Brookside Way
Carmichael, California 95608

March 12, 1998

Kurt Ladensack, Manager

Water Supply Impmverqents_ .
East Bay Municipat Utility District,
Water Supply Division

MS #305 - P.O. Box 24055
Oakland, California 94623-1055

Re:  DEIR/EIS for EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

1 am submitting these comments on the DEIS/EIS for EBMUD's Supplemental Water
Supply ijeagas a longtime resident of Carmichael, a community bordering the Lower
American River. I see and enjoy the river almost every day, in exercise walks along park
trails near our home, and have hiked it, fished it, and swum in it for decades. Perhaps more
basically, my family drinks from it, as customers of the Carmichael Water District.
Needless to say, I have a strong appreciation of the river and its impontance to the
Sacramento region, and strong concems about its vulnerability to the cumulative effects of
diversions -- especially upstream diversions.

From this perspective, I have followed the Sacramento Water Forum process closely, and
the efforts of stakeholders in that process to assure the future integrity of the Lower .
American in the face of expanding development and water demands. | was relieved when it
appeared that EBMUD was willing to take water from the American near its mouth, under
the joint project with the County and City of Sacramento described as Alternative 3 in the
DEIR/EIS. However, that relief was short-lived. EBMUD clwrl]\:_ohas not given up its
original plan of diverting water at Nimbus Dam, pursuant to the ‘olsom South Canal
connection project described as Altemative 2. And, in a confounding disregard of facts and
logic, it is considering the two projects to be on equal environmental footing, with
Altemative 3 having no superiority over Alternative 2.

My principal comments are as follows:
1. Failu f D (] Ita Diversion Alternativ

First, why doesn't the DEIR/EIS consider EBMUD's obvious alternative of diverting
A;nmaimg River water at a downstream location on the Sa_q'ampnto River orin the Delta? 1
recognize that EBMUD has long held to the goal of securing higher quality water directly
from the American - a goal that harks back to another era, in which Los Angeles, San
Francisco, and EBMUD itself traversed long distances to capture and draw off large .
quantities of Sierra Nevada water. In the modem era, though, the affected public has aight
to have the water quality benefit of another EBMUD long distance capture project evaluated
thoroughly and weighed against the resulting environmental losses.

" Kurt Ladensack, EBMUD

March 12, 1998

reached after full analysis. One has to suspect that proper analysis would not support that
finding and that this is the reason the entire subject is omitted !{o

the public health rationale is undercut b the fact that other large water purveyors have for
many years diverted and treated water from the "other sources.” Would EBMUD have us
believe that the Contra Costa Water District and the City of Pittsburg, for example, are not
providing reliably safe water to their customers?

Also, EBMUD will not €scape treatment plant costs by connecting to the American, even at
Nimbus. Giardia and cryptosporidium are as large a threat here as they are in the Delta. The
Carmichael Water District is curren ly i i i ji

cost of over $20 million, to meet federal and state surface water treatment requirements,
Accordingly, it is difficult to understand why connecting to the American, with huge

conveyance system costs, plus trea
EBMUD than drawing and treating

To the extent that water supply esthetics are driving the EBMUD supplemental project, they

are hardly an adequate tradeofT for

2. Failure of the DEIR/EIS to Assign an Environments) E(_qference
to_the Joint Downstream Diversion_Project (Alternative 3)

Page 2

3

m the reports. On its face,

tment costs, is "signifi cantly less expensive” for
water from a nearby location in the Delta,

degradation of the Lower American River.

The DEIR/EIS conclusion that "Neither action alternative is clearly environmentally ’fnd 9-2

superior” defies reason. How can Alternative 3, which allows EBMUD's very substantial

contract supply to flow down most

superior to Alfernative 2, which would deprive the river of that flow? The potential impacts
of Alternative 2 on fish and wildlife, riparian habitat; Tecreation, and the general health and
attractiveness of the parkwagaare blandly passed off as having little or no significance.

t those impacts would not violate the Hodge flow criteria,

apparently on the rationale t
However, as pointed out in Save th

flows were never intended to be a baseline for assessing the environmental significance of a
planned diversion. They represent, rather, the absolute limits upon diversions in the event
of worst-case dry year conditions. They should not be taken by EBMUD or any other

1 assume that other commenters wil

Alternative 2 upon fish flows and other critical components of river and parkway ecology.

However, if EBMUD began taking
that I would see those impacts in th

of the Lower American before it is diverted nof be

e American River Association comments, the Hodge

1 address from a scientific standpoint the impacts of

its full contract supply at Nimbus tomorrow, 1 am sure
€ weeks and months to come -- and they would be

- 3. Proposed Conditioning_of Dowpstream. Diversion (Alternative 3} onf
Freedom from Deficiencies and Hodge Flow Restrictions in Dry Years *nd 9-3

EBMUD appears to be saying that the price for giving up diversion of its supply at Nimbus

is a guaranteed diversion of 70,000
driest years. This would amount to

acre feet at the downstream diversion site, even in
conversion of a substantial portion of EBMUD's.




Kurt Ladensack, EBMUD Page 3
March 12, 1998

present entitlement to American River water, which is purely contractual, to an absolute,
preeminent water right, in derogation of the rights of others drawing water from the river,
such as the Carmichael Water District. More basically, it would amount to an evasion by
EBMUD of the conditions laid upon it long ago in the Hodge decision,

Thank you for your attention to these comments.

Sincerely,

(Al Y

William L. Berry, Jr.

cc: Cecil Lesley, USBR
Frank Cirill, SARA
Jonas Minton, Water Forum
Board of Directors, Carmichael Water District

8-24
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Response to Comments of William Berry

Ind9-1, William Berry
See the response to the “ Alternatives Considered” major issue in

Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind9-2, William Berry

Figures 3-2 and 3-3 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS provide a graphic
representation of the amount of water that would be delivered
under Alternatives 2 and 3 over the 70-year hydrologic modeling
period. Detailed information on the amount of water that would
be delivered to EBMUD is provided in Appendix C to the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS, “Results of PROSIM and EBMUDSIM modeling.”
As shown in Table C-5, most of the deliveries to EBMUD under
Alternative 2 would occur between November and April and
average approximately 29,000 AF annually. Deliveries to EBMUD,
the County of Sacramento, and the City of Sacramento under
Alternative 3 would occur throughout the year with deliveries to
EBMUD averaging approximately 35,000 AF annually.

Evaluation of impacts on riverine resources under Alternatives 2
and 3 indicate that the impacts on these resources would be nearly
the same for both alternatives. Impacts associated with
construction activities in City and County streets would be greater
under Alternative 3 than 2 because of the longer pipeline.

Hodge Decision flow criteria were used as tools to help evaluate
changes in fisheries and recreation on the lower American River;
however, other flow criteria and methods to evaluate effects on
fisheries were also used in the analysis. For the fisheries analysis,
AFRP flow criteria were also used as tools to evaluate the effects
on fisheries. Additionally, a major component of the fisheries
analysis was the evaluation of changes in lower American River
water temperatures. For the recreation impact assessment, in
addition to an evaluation of the Hodge Decision summer

recreation flows, river flow thresholds developed for use in the
CVPIA Programmatic EIS and by the SWRCB were also used.

Ind9-3, William Berry

The amount of water delivered to EBMUD under Alternative 2 or 3
during a dry period would be part of the operations agreement
between the joint partners (EBMUD, County of Sacramento, and
City of Sacramento). EBMUD does not hold a water right on the
American River and would remain a CVP contractor.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

Final EIR/EIS
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February 17, 1998

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD, MS #305
P.0. Box 24055
Cakland, CA 94623-1055

Re: EBEMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project, DEIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Ladensack,

Alternative 2, cambined vith pipeline alignment 2, is clearly the in d 10-1

envirommentally superior choice.

Pumping and water treatment, both of which rely on energy derived
primrily from fossil fuel combustion, are minimized. Utilization of
gravity, a perpetually clean and renewable source of energy, is
maximized.

As for alternative 3, Sacramento’s and EBMUD's future water needs
are best served by spending the $300 million, the estimated cost of
pumping and treating a lower quality water drawn from the American River
near Discovery Park, on a multi-purpose Auburn Dam.

Notwithstanding the fact that the Water Forum chooses to "skirt"
the Auburn Dam issue, such a facility remains as the only sensible
solution to flood control needs, groundwater replenishment needs,
consumptive water needs, Folsom Lake and lower American River recreation
needs, Folsom Lake and lower American River and Delta fishery needs.

And it doesn't hurt that hydro-electric energy generated from such a
facility will reduce dependence on fossil fuels and therefore emissions
of greenhouse gases--a desirable outcome in keeping with the Kyoto
Protocol.

It's time to stop playing endless games of Mother-May-I.
Alternative 2 and pipeline alignment 2 are a necessary step in the right
direction.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

ool 97 Attt

Charles M. Bertolette
1849 Jimtown Way
Placerville, CA 9567
(530) 622-2158

cc: Whtr Forvm

Response to Comment of Charles Bertolette

Ind10-1, Charles Bertolette
The preference for Alternative 2, Alignment 2 is noted.

The Updated WSMP evaluated supplemental water supply
alternatives. The Auburn Dam project was not one of the
alternatives evaluated since the project is under federal authority
and has been put on indefinite hold.

Final EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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April 18, 1998
Mr. Kurt Ladensack

Water Supply Improvements Division

EBMUD

P. O. Box 24055

Oakland, CA. 94623

Subject: Draft EIR/EIS EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply
Project

Dear Mr. Ladensack

The following are my comments on the subject report.
1. The report the results of operational analyses to ind 11-1
support the proposed diversions. I believe that additional or
revised analyses may be required to reflect the results of
the Central Valley Project Improvement Act planning process.
The CVPIA studies are currently under review and firm deci-
sions regarding CVP water allotment and operational modifi-
cations will not be made until late this year. The CVPIA :
process could result in additional limitations on American . i
River diversionms. o

2. The report indicates that the Alternative 3 Joint
project has been developed consistent with the Sacramento-
area Water Forum. It is my understanding that the Forum
studies have indentified apotential shortfall in available
water supplies. The EIR/EIS should reflect the final conclu-
sicns of the Forum process.

Ind11-2 .

3. Chapter 18 of the report correctly indicates that the ind 11 3
proposed will have signicant cummulacive and growth-related - i
effects. Potential impacts such as on air quality, ground J
and surface water pollution, visual aesthetics, and other ;
project related growth impacts should addressed in greater
depth. This would provide for a more informed and :
supportable decision making process.

4. On August 2, 1997 I.attented a day long workshop to
discuss the desugn of the Proposed Alternative 3 intake
Structure and pumping plant. The workshop concluded that the
purely functional configuration used for the existing -

Ind 11-4
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Fairburn plant is aesthetically unacceptable. I was dissa-
pointed to see that Figure 2.7 of the report is based on the
Fairburn plant design, and does reflect the concerns and
reccomendations expressed at the workshop.

__A less massive and lower profile design could be
devéloped by the use of lowed and/or right drive units and
the omission of the bermanent ceiling mounted crane.

5. For the record I wish to express that Altermative
with the Site 5 intake loacation appears to be the most
acceptable of the alternatives presented in the report.
However, I believe comments 1,2, and 3 (above) should be
addressed before any project alternative ig adopted.

Ind 11-5

That you for your consideratioq.

Sincerely. ‘

Rick Bettis
1716 P Street, No. 9
Sacramento, CA. 95814
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Response to Comments of Rick Bettis

Ind11-1, Rick Bettis

The environmental analysis was conducted using the best
available information. The hydrologic modeling was based on this
best available information and generally applied the same
assumptions used in the CVPIA modeling effort, except for
American River demands, which were limited to the smaller of
demands, entitlements, and existing facilities consistent with
Water Forum efforts.

Ind11-2, Rick Bettis
The hydrologic modeling used in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS is based

on the best available information and is reasonable for impact
assessment purposes.

Ind11-3, Rick Bettis
Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the growth-related
impacts of the project both in the EBMUD service area and in the
City and County of Sacramento. The analysis covers many
environmental resources, including air quality, traffic, and loss of
agricultural land and native habitat. The updated Water Supply
Management Program (WSMP) EIR outlines the need for a
supplemental water supply to meet the needs of the service area
during periods of drought and scheduled maintenance of Pardee
Dam. The WSMP EIR analyzes the growth projections for the
EBMUD service area in detail. The City of Sacramento General
Plan and the Sacramento County General Plan assess the impacts
of growth to their jurisdictions.

Ind11-4, Rick Bettis

As noted on page 16-6 in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the intake
structure would be subject to Policy 5.7 of the American River
Parkway Plan. The final design and architectural treatment of the
intake structure would be subject to review and approval by the

City and County of Sacramento as stated on page 16-11, and
continuing opportunities for input by the public and interested
organizations would be provided.

Ind11-5, Rick Bettis
The preference for intake Site 5 is noted.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Response to Comment of Robert Caffese

Ind12-1, Robert Caffese
CAFFESE DROS. FARMS The preference of Alignment 2 or 4 is noted. Neither Alternative 2
nor 3 has been identified as environmentally superior.

March 18, 1998

' 6464 E. LIVE OAK ROAD
Kurt Ladensack LODI, CA. 95240
P O Box 24055 Tel. (209) 463-1869

Oakland, CA 94263 Fax (209) 367-9590

Dear Mr Ladensack:

As a landowner along the Central Traction Railroad I feel it would be more advantagous
for a buried pipeline on the eastern end of the county. The land cost would be more
econmical and environmental issues would be less severe. I believe a pipeline on the
Railroad would negatively affect many more landowners and home owners. As you can Ind12-1
see ther are many landowners opposed the the Railroad project as there will be deviations

into high valued property and homes. : :
The property along the eastern county, in the foothills is obviously a better choice due to
the current scheme of the land and cheaper land cost where the pipeline would have
minimal effect on the countryside. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call.

Thank You,

fRotust

Robert Caffese
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Ind
13

Frank Caloﬁso

15751 Prouty Rd.
Galt,CA 95632
. March 17, 1998
Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD
MS #305
P. O.Box 24055
Oakland,CA 94623-1055
Re: DEIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

Response to Comment of Frank Calosso

Ind13-1, Frank Calosso

The precise route for the Folsom South Canal Connection pipeline
route (Alignments 2 and 4) through agricultural lands in southern
Sacramento County and northern San Joaquin County would be
established in such a way as to minimize impacts on ongoing:
agricultural activities along the route and to reduce property
acquisition expenses. See the discussion of alignment refinements
for Alignments 2 and 4 in Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

EBMUD has conducted extensive outreach activities to contact
land owners and residents along the entire length of the proposed
pipeline. Informal community meetings have been held to allow
land owners the opportunity to express their concerns over the
project as it relates directly to their property. The outreach has

Regarding the Supplemental Water Supply Project, as fand owners and ranchers in the been effective in pr OViding solutions to the concerns of property
proposed area we strongly object to Alternative 3. This proposal would greatly affect our owners and residents.
current ranching practices .
oot 10 Al 2 ai 2 and 4. Our obi based on th Since the data were collected for the agricultural analysis in the
We also object to Alternative 2, alignments 2 an ur objection is, agam, ased on the R
potential Joss of valuable farm land and future income. This loss of crop income would Ind13-1 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, some areas along the plpelme route that were
greatly impact the future of our ranch. : identified as grazing lands have been converted to vineyards. Asa
Our ranch has already been impacted with the high-tension towers. We feel that the result, EBMUD has had to alt?l'_ P_lans for some Of_ thﬁj PTOPOS_ed
pipeline would further hinder the efficiency and potential farming for the firture. property easements and acquisitions along the pipeline corridor.
Please explain to us why Alternative 2, alignments 1 and 3 are not viable options as T_he p 1pe11ne rout.e p res_"etheFl m.the ?997 Dr af_ t EIR/ EIS C.uts across
opposed to destroying valuable farm and ranch property. vineyard rows with drip irrigation lines and passes over newly
drilled water wells. Through informal discussions with individual
Regards, property owners, these impacts can be avoided with slight
i ; alterations in the proposed route.
'd EBMUD respects the needs and concerns of land owners along the
0550 proposed pipeline route and has initiated discussions with several
%f‘;’éﬁﬂ/ &»&—4— area residents to work out solutions.
T S5O
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Kurt Ladensack Karen Carlson
EBMUD 3939 D Street

MS #305 Sacramento, CA 95819
PO BOX 24055 (916) 456-0514

Oakland, CA 94623-1055

January 28, 1998

RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Project

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

1 attended the January 7, 1998 public meeting with the affected Sacramento neighborhood g;roups.
I am a member of the McKinley-Elvas Neighborhood Alliance. The following are my comments
about the water project proposals: .

1

I am adamantly opposed to the Folsom South Canal Connection Project (FSCC) that 'lnd 14-1

excludes participation by the City and County of Sacramento. This proposal will unduly
affect the wildlife and recreation of the lower American River by taking all the water
allotment at the Nimbus Diversion. I support Alternative 3, the Joint Water Supply.

The Joint Water Supply Project has merit, but I am greatly concerned about neighborhood*n d14-2

impacts and future infrastructure problems with running the pipeline down C Street. We
have had recent experience in the region of work crews inadvertently puncturing
underground pipelines, even though the street surface clearly marked that they should not
be drilling there. The potential for disastrous damage to the neighborhood from puncture,
leakage, rupture, or whatever could happen to that pipeline, let alone the disruption and
property damage during construction, is enough for me to say that option is inadvisable,
The pipeline should be run through the C Street bypass on the north side of the railroad,
using city property and the landfill, and the CSUS bypass.

The question of where to put the intake structure is problematic, but I favor Intake
Alternative 5, approximately 12,000 feet upstream of the I-5 bridge. This would have the
least recreational impact, visually and for boaters. In addition, I was told that the affect on

find 14-3-

the lower American river flow would be negligible at that point in the watershed.

Please keep me informed on the decisions made regarding this project.

Karen Carlson

Response to Comments of Karen Carlson

Ind14-1, Karen Carlson
The opposition to Alternative 2 is noted.

Ind14-2, Karen Carlson
See the response to “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue in

Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind14-3, Karen Carlson
Preference for intake Site 5 is noted.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

8-37

Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-38 N » Final EIR/EIS



Febfuary 8, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack .
East Bay Municipal Utility Distriet
Water Supply Improvements Division
P.O. Box 24055, MS #305
Oakland, Ca. 94623-1055

Re: EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Sir:

This letter addresses concerns regarding the above refer-
enced project.

I have reviewed the Draft EIR/EIS and have come to the
conclusion that the document is incomplete.

First, the public is asked to make a recommendation on

the preferred alternative of a pipeline when the agencies
involved have not yet identified a preferred alternative’
(page S-5). Second, I live in the community of the pro-
posed alternatives and to make a recommendation of a pro-
posed alternative without EBMUD having an amended contract
with the United States Bureau of Reclamation, means making
a recommendation without all the facts. The information of
the amended contract should be included in the final EIR,

As stated on page S-2 "The purpose of the Supplemental Water
Supply Project is to provide EBMUD with a supplemental water
supply to reduce existing and future customer deficiencies
to manageable levels during @rought conditions, and to pro-
vide an alternative water supply in case of planned or un-
planned outages at EBMUD's Mokelumne River diversion facil-
ities". The Draft EIR/EIS comes up short giving complete
data on "drought conditions" and “planned" facility outages.
What is the criteria for determining drought conditions®?
When are the "planned" facility outages scheduled? We all
know that reduced amounts of snow fall and precipitation con-
tribute to drought conditions. But in this case, policies
need to be addressed regarding the impacts mentioned above
on the amounts of supplemental water needed by EBMUD. And
also the document needs to show when and how often the op-
erational facilities at Pardee Reservoir will be shutdown
for maintenance updates.

According to the DRAFT EIR/EIS (page S-6) neither Alterna-
tives Two or Three are environmentally superior. Then under
"Areas of Controversy" (page 5-6, item #3) "disruption in
urban areas during construction of the project, particularly
under Alternative Three". If Alternative Three is not sel-

ind 15 -1

Ind 15 -2

|
|
I
|

f
|
i
I
|
|
|
[

Ind 15 -3

8-39

Page 2

ected, the Draft EIR/EIS does not address disruption in
urban areas if another alternative is selected.

Table S-1 (page S-13) under Agriculture Topic, it is stated
no mitigation measures are reguired for Alternatives Two and
Three for: 1) Conversion and loss of prime farmland, 2) Loss
of agricultural production and, 3) Nonrenewal or termination
of Williamson Act contracts. If Alternative Two, Alignments .-
Two and Four is selected, this will have a devastating impact h]d 15-41
on the area landowners. I have been in attendance of several
EBMUD presentations, and was led to believe that EBMUD would
pay fair market value for any property affected. Clearly
EBMUD has misrepresented their intentions or the Draft EIR/EIS
is misstated. If Alternative Two is selected, local land-
owners property will (in some cases) be split in half. To
the agricultural community I live in; this would create a
devastating economic impact and aesthetically would lower
property values. I would recommend that Alternative Two,
Alignments Two and Four be realigned.to follow property
owner's property lines and roads where ever possible. In
regarding the nonrenewal or termination of the Williamson

Act contracts, Alternative Three would have the least impacts
to my community. 1If Alternative Two, Alignments Two and

Four is selected, the impacts would be much greater.

Page 18-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS under the Agriculture para-
graph, it is stated, "...the alternatives would result in
an extremely small amount of impacts on prime farmland as a
result of conversion...". To an individual landowner, this
"small"” loss may have a significant impact. The cumulative
effect on farmland loss could be great added to other pro-
jects being proposed in the Southeast portion of Sacramento
County.

In summary, I make the following recommendations:

Drought conditions be fully addressed; e.g. Pardee and
Camanche Reservoir levels, time of year, etc.

Address the facilities maintenance schedules for Pardee
Reservoir and other facilities; e.g. list each facility
and dates of maintenance scheduling.

Alternative Three, Joint Water Project, is the preferred
proposed alternative. -

If Alternative Two, Alignments One, Two, Three or Four are
selected, all alignments be located on the landowner's pro-
perty lines and follow road right-of-ways. -

If Alternative Two is selected, Alignment Two is the pre-
ferred alignment. .



Page 3

Thank you for considering my comments and recommendations.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at
{916) 354-1805.

Sincerely,

Sindy, (o thezra—
uﬂéai\; S
Mindy Cecchettini, former Member. of CCPAC

14061 Flagstaff Dr.
Sloughhouse, Ca. 95683
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Response to Comments of Mindy Cecchettini

Ind15-1, Mindy Cecchettini

The draft amendatory contract with Reclamation has been
circulated for public review. The contract allows either
Alternative 2 or 3 subject to various conditions. The proposed
contract has been included as Appendix A to this document.

Ind15-2, Mindy Cecchettini

Drought conditions are characterized by low annual rainfall and
lowering reservoir levels. The need for supplemental water would
occur when combined storage projections are less than 500,000 AF,
as noted on page 3-14 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Historic drought
periods existed from 1928-1934, 1959-1961, and 1976-1977. Page 3-
12 through 3-15 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS present possible
schedules for dry-year deliveries. Planned outages would be
scheduled during wet-year periods, as discussed on page 2-12 of
the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind15-3, Mindy Cecchettini

The issues included in the Areas of Controversy section of the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS were developed during the scoping meetings held
in the spring of 1997. The highlighting of these issues within the
Summary Chapter does not reduce the level of analysis for other
issues. Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS outlines the
environmental commitments that apply to either action
alternative. These commitments include the traffic control plan
designed to reduce construction impacts on urban areas. Impacts
on traffic circulation, roadway deterioration, and emergency
responder routes are analyzed for both action alternatives in
Chapter 12 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts on resources within
communities along the pipeline route alignments for Alternative 2
are analyzed extensively in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind15-4, Mindy Cecchettini

The final alignment for the Folsom South Canal Connection
pipeline route through agricultural lands in southern Sacramento
County and northern San Joaquin County would be sited so as to
minimize impacts on ongoing activities along the route. The final
alignment of the pipeline may be altered slightly to avoid severing
parcels and to reduce the amount of property acquisitions needed.
EBMUD is required to offer fair market value for property when
acquisitions are necessary.
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Response to Comment of Robert C. Chioino

0 Ind16-1, Robert C. Chioino
EBMUD acquired a water service contract from Reclamation for

American River water in 1970. The Hodge Decision mandated that
the water only be used within the EBMUD service area. Contra
Costa Water District holds a contract to supply Delta water within
its service area. The two systems are independent. See the
responses to the “San Joaquin County Conjunctive Storage” and
“Alternatives Considered” major issues in Chapter 3 of this

march 16, 1998

Mr. Cecil Lesley ; . .
USBR document. See also the responses to Contra Costa Water District
Ceatral California area Uffice (Letter LZO) in this document.

7794 Folsom Dam Road
Fol:zom, C4 956.0

Dear Mr. Lesley:

1 read the Summary of the East Bay Municipal Utility District
Supplemental Vater Supply Project DEIR/EIS. The full Draft
EIR/EIS was not at my library. I conclude that the range of
alternatives is not sufficient.

The Jraft EIR/EIS has a cooperative alternative with Sacramento
area agenciesx. Vhy isn't there a cooperative alternative with
water districts adjacent to EBMUD?

W hy can't the Contra Costa County Water District serve the

area east of the hill: using American River Water? They pump
Jelta water now. Why can't EBMUD serve areas west of the

hills using Mokelumne River water? ¥V ould there be enough water
for the future if split as questioned above? - or close to it?

L-9Lpy|

W hat other cooperative effort: are possible to minimize construction
costs and water inequities ?

Another alternative iy needed to discuss a political/administrative
division of water service areas to more efficiently serve consumers
and to reduce tensions between highewater-uce areas east of the
hills and cooler areas near the Bay.

Siacerely yours,

Robert C. Chioino
435 Spruce Street
Berkeley, CA 94708-1222
(phgﬂ)e_ 525-4979) -
cc: Kurt Ladensdck” .
EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623-1055

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-43 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-44 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Rhonda Coleal

Herald Ca, Q3038

2/8/98
Maria Solis or
Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD
- P.O. Box 24055 MS 305
Oakland, Ca. 94623-1055

Dear Maria or Kurt:

In reference to the upcoming EIR/EIS , we would like at this time to formaily object to the East nd17-1

Bay MUD plans to cross our propesty with the Folsom South Canal Connection #2. This project
would dramatically affect the plans we have for use of this property as well as reducing our

property value. We are equally concerned about the tremendous traffic problems this project would}
create during the construction phase going into and out of our community for groceries, our
children’s school, work, etc. After having attended many community meetings on the subject it
seems to us that using the railroad right of way from the folsom south canal along the north side of
Hwy 104 (Twin Cities road) down to the north-south railroad that goes all the way south to

intersect with the existing pipeline would be your best and most practical solution with minimal
intrusion onto other people’s private property. Therefore we repeat, we do NOT want the Folsom
South Canal Connection Alignment # 2 crossing our property on Clay Station road in Herald.

Sincerely, :

4m & Rhonda Coleal-Bergum

13651 MONTFORT AVE HERALD CA 95638

Response to Comment of Jim and Rhonda Coleal-
Bergum

Ind17-1, Jim and Rhonda Coleal-Bergum

The opposition to Alignment 2 is noted. Refer to responses to the
“Construction-Related Environmental Commitments and
Mitigation” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

EBMUD has conducted extensive outreach activities to contact
land owners and residents along the entire length of the proposed
pipeline. Informal community meetings have been held to allow
land owners the opportunity to express their concerns over the
project as it relates directly to their property.  The outreach has
been effective in providing solutions to the concerns of property
owners and residents.

EBMUD respects the needs and concerns of land owners along the
proposed pipeline route and has initiated discussions with several
area residents to work out solutions.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Deborah Condon
2009 G Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
February 8, 1998
EBMUD
PO Box 24055, MS 305

Oakland, CA 94623-1055
Atten. Kurt Ladensack

Re: Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
EBMUD-Supplemental Supply Project, Draft EIR/EIS October (JSA 96-157)
Sacramento, CA
Prepared for EBMUD and USBR

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
(SWSP). 1 also appreciate the information provided by EBMUD and associates at the joint
Boulevard Park-Marshall School and McKinfey Elvas Neighborhood forum on the project held o
January 7, 1998. I live in the neighborhood immediately south of and impacted by the project. 7
The lower American River is a treasure that provides an immediate experience of the natural
world to an adjacent urban population. The lower American River is also 8 candidate for
President Clinton’s American Heritage River Initiative because of its aesthetic, recreational; and
public trust values.

1 agree with comments dated 2/29/96 by the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) in the scoping
report ( comment # 12, Richard Denton). CCWD’s comments encourage EBMUD to consider
re-analyzing its point of diversion in light of significant on-going regulatory changes and new
water management programs in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These programs include the
CALFED process, new SWRCB water rights decisions, and endangered species biological
opinions. In addition, CCWD point out probable amendments to EBMUD’s USBR water
contract t0 meet the provisions of the 1992 CVPIA legislation. EBMUD should be encouraged
to address its water needs through these ongoing activities as any water allocation taken from the
American River affects the balance of downstream flows in the Sacramento River and Delta.

EBMUD's water quality concerns can be met at the Freeport or Hood diversion site under
consideration by CALFED process. These locations are far enough upstream to avoid much of
the TOC and salinity that increase downstream in the Delta. EBMUD would benefit in joining
other water users at a common diversion point collectively addressing water quality issues.

1 recognize that a lower American River diversion under the joint water supply alternative
(TWSA) may be chosen as the preferred intake alternative. The JWSA has the bensfit of providing
Sacramento City and County with increased capacity for water treatment. Within the range of
JWSA localized intake alternatives, my comments will address the 23rd street water supply site
known as Intake Alternative 5. This intake alternative, though it poses significant impacts is

Ind 18 -1

ind 18 -2

preferable to the other JWSA intakes as it avoids running pipes through both commercial and
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residential areas. The Bypass Options at C Street, Elvas Avenue and Folsom Boulevard are
necessary links that avoid much direct construction impact to the C Street neighborhood east of
24th Streets and East Sacramento neighborhoods.

1 will address Intake Alternative 5 primarily in relationship to specific land use impacts and
mitigation identified in Summary Table S-1, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Measures for the Supplemental Water Supply Project.

Impact - Conflict with proposes or planned projects in the City or County of Sacramentd
- Disruption of recreational opportunities on the lower American River
associated with construction and operation of the intake alternatives 1 - §

Note - This project is also incompatible with EBMUD’s Planning Objective Criteria (page 4-7)
which calls for the project to “Maintain outdoor recreation opportunities™. The project has the
potential to “cause changes in water-dependent recreation opportunities in the lower American
River” (page 4-7). Land-side recreation opportunities will also be impacted.

Page 10-6 The Richards Boulevard Area Plan - Policy 8.1 in the land use section requires

configuration of new development and land uses to enhance public access and recreational use of Ind:18 -3

the American River Parkway (Roma Design Group 1994) Alternative Intake 5 is located on the
south bank of the lower American River, upstream from its confluence with the Sacramento
River. Both existing and potential recreational activities (fishing, birding, boating, swimming,
jogging, bicycling, etc.) will be impacted with the construction and operation of the facility.
Though access on top of the levee will remain opened, recreational use and values will be fimited
by plant operation noise, visual impacts on both sides of the levee, boating obstruction, and lack
of access. .

EBMUD recreation analysis is insufficient in only considering recreational boating. Many nearby

residents use the area as a popular walking, jogging and birding area, observing both resident and
migratory birds including ducks, geese, raptors, heron, and egrets. The Streambank Protection for
the Lower American River (SPLAR) -SCH 95072079, 12/97 notes of the lower American River
area -“The left bank experiences a high degree of recreational use, largely because of its proximity/
to downtown Sacramento and many access points” (page B-8 SPAR)

SPLAR is also a planned project which may conflict with EBMUD project. Streambank
Protection for the Lower American River is a massive flood contro} project planned by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. The alternative 5 sight is next to one of the areas of significant erosion
near the UPRR bridge that the SPLAR will need to repair. Close coordination will be necessary.
The omission of this project points to the inadequacy of the EBMUD document.

The SPLAR considers the lower American River to be a federally designated and state-designated ind 18 -5

Wild and Scenic River (SPLAR, page 4-30). Under the guidelines of the federal Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act recreation values would be significantly impacted. The EBMUD projectis -
inconsistent with the State Wild and Scenic Rivers Act which prohibits construction of major
diversions and structures.

Ind 18 -4



Impact - Conflicts with American River parkway uses .
Page 10-11 The [American River Parkway] plan (shich) states that the “establishment of these
facilities [i.e. water treatment plants] should be consistent with the goals and policies of this Plan.”"

Recreation values are protected by the State’s Urban American River Preservation Act for the
American River Parkway. The American River Parkway Plan will need to be amended to aliow
construction of Intake Alternatives 1 through 5, all located within the American River Parkway
Plan. (Page 10-5 Land Use). The American River Parkway Plan limits development in river
frontage (sites of alternatives | - 5 ) to trails, designating it s a Protection Area according to
policy 7.1 of the parkway plan.

Impact - The project will result in permanent incompatibility with existing or proposed land uses.
See above for Richards Boulevard Area Plan and Amesican River Parkway Plan. The Richards
Boulevard Area Plan also calls for the extension of a bike trail along the south river levee to
connect Old Sacramento with the eastern Richards Boulevard area downstream of Alternative 5.
~ In 1995, the 1988 County General Plan was amended with the 2010 City -County Bikeway
Master Plan. This bikeway plan envisions a continuos bikeway beginning in Old Sacraménto and
extending eastward along the entire south bank of the American River through Sutter’s Landing
Park and potentially beyond H Street. This proposed southern route is critical as the existing
north-of-the river American River Parkway bicycle path is heavily used. Conflicts already exist
between bicyclists and skating advocates for its use. The existing north bank bikeway is more
flood-prone than the south side of the river and is inundated and unusable for weeks at a time

during high river flow periods.

SWSP Table 10-2 - Development Projects, omitted the 20th Street Bikeway Project (PN: TK-96,
Negative Declaration, City of Sacramento, 1995). The 20th Street Bikeway is a $500,000 .
bicycle path improvement funded by a federal ISTEA grant matched with City funds. Thisa -
paved bicycle access path essentially replaces the shutdown 14th street access that was a
commute link between the American River Parkway and downtown housing and businesses. The
20th Street Bikeway offers a more convenient and safer downtown access than the currently used,
dangerous 12th or 16th street passage. The 20th Street Bikeway is consistent with the City’s
General Plan Circulation Element, the Central City Community Plan and the American River
Parkway Plan. ’

Intake Alternative § is just east of the 20th Street Bikeway and immediately west of the Sutter’s
Landing Park. The Intake Alternative 5 project site is critical to the Bikeway Master Plan as it is
a link between the downtown and central city via the 20thi Street Bikeway to Sutter’s Landing
Park and potentially East Sacramento. Maintaining a limited bicycle passage through the site of
Alternative 5 still falls short of providing the recrestional values that the General Plan, Richards
Boulevard Plan, American River Parkway Plan and Bikeway Master Pian envision for the river

lpd 18 -6

side use. Intrinsic to a scenic parkway is the full enjoyment of the river landscape without
 intrusion of incompatible uses. . -
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The area on the water side of the American River levee is designated as Open Space in the city’s
1988 General Plan. The proposed intake is inconsistent with this use designation.

Impact - Changes in visual resources at the sites of American River Intake Alternatives

SWSP’s ranking of the visual resources of Intake Alternative § is that of low to moderate quality
because “no formal public access is provided to the site and boating is infrequent” (page 16-5),
and “viewer exposure along the southern parkway levee is generally low due to limited
tecreational use...no established entrances provide access to the southern parkway levee” (page
16-9). This analysis and the site’s low visibility ranking in Table 16-1 does not consider the
construction of the 20th Street bikeway traffic, the future public use of Sutter’s Landing Park and
the proposals contained in the 2010 Master Bikeway. The 20th Street Bikeway will be the
“established entrance.” In addition the SPLAR finds “Recreation opportunities would not
generally be diminished by the proposed alternatives (Riverbank protection )and would increase in
many locations because riverbank access would be improved™

This intake site is in or near larger areas undergoing significant land use changes. The largest and
closest property use change is the closure and conversion of the city dump to Sutter’s Landing
River Park immediately upstream of the project. This new 173 acre park will provide an
immediate and safe “established entrance” on 28th Street to a new urban recreational area fronted
by a natural river ecosystem. Access to the park’s picnicking areas will increased boat usage and
docking at Sutter’s Landing in a manner likely to parallel downstream use at Discovery Park.

Table 10-1 provides a listing of near by development projects. Significant upgrading of the
Richards Boulevard Area - (300 Richards Boulevard and Continental Plaza commercial
development, improvements to 5th , 7th and Bannon Street, Lightrail extension, and construction
of the Intermodal tenminal) is coming. These upgrades will increased housing (Rai! Yard
Project), and work force size. With these changes comes increased visibility, use, and safety of
the south bank of the American River. The street changes will provide easy and direct access to
the American River from new Rail Yard developments as well as from the increasing development
of major State, federal and private downtown office buildings.

The stated mitigation for visual impact borders the nonsensical, stated as “minimize visual
obstsuctiveness (e.g. using colors and architectural materials compatible with the surrounding
riverine environment).” It is hard to conceive how a the view of a 70 ft tall structure and bridge
on the river and four 6,000 gallon water tanks and a treatment plant on land can be made invisible
with paint. ’

- Potential loss of special -status plant populations or habitat

Though nineteen special-status plant species were identified as having the potential to occur in the

entire multiple-county project study area (Table 7-2), only one was found (Legnere). None were [INd18-8

found near the Joint Water Supply intake alternatives or alignments. CEQA requires a mandatory
finding of significance if impacts to threaten or endangered species are likely to occur, In
contrast to the EBMUD study results, the 1995 20th Street Bikeway studies found over 221
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individual Valley elderberry plants only 3 street blocks away from Intake Alternative 5 site. The
Valley elderberry is potential habitat for the Valley elderberry longhom beetle, a Federally
Threatened species. Exit holes were found on elderberry shrubs indicative of beetle presence. It
is very likely that this habitat continues into the area impacted by the EBMUD project.
Destruction of any elderberry shrubs over one inch may constitute a take of Valley Elderberry
Beetle habitat under ESA. A more credible survey needs to be undertaken in the area. (Biological
Resource Report, 20th Street Bike Trail, City of Sacramento, 1995).

Impacts - Environmental justice effects
Increase in noise levels from operation of the American River intake structure
Potential for contamination at chemical conditions facilities

Census tract 4 (21 St. , B St., Alhambra and H St.) is immediately south of Intake Alternative 5,
(at the extension of 23 St.). Table 10-2 indicates that the median household income for census
tract 4 is $21,000, well below the City and County median of $28,000 and $32,300, respectively.
The Richards Boulevard Area (Census tract 53) is the next community down stream and contains
intake alternatives 1-4. Much of its population is located in the Dos Rios low income housing
project. This census tract has Table 10-2s lowest median household income at $10,000.

Chemical conditioning facilities and four 6,000 gallon tanks will be located near the proposed new
intake structures. The chemicals used are lime and sodium hypochlorite { Section 15-5 and
Chapter 2). SWSP identifiesa sensitive land use next to the facilities as “C Street between 20th
and 35th Street (is) principally residential ” (Section 14-2). Environmental Justice effects are
defined as a “disproportionate high and adverse human health or environmental effect of (their)
actions on minority or low income populations and community. (U.S. Department of Interior,
1995). The communities of census tracts 4 and 53 would be immediately impacted by chemical
accidents (chlorine gas spills), construction disturbances, and noise impact both during
construction. and operations of the water plant.

All affluent communities further upstream have river side parks (River Park, Campus Commons,
Sierra Oaks, Wilthagen, Del Dayo Rivera, and Gold River, for example). With the exception of
the City of Sacramento’s treatment plant (RM 7.3), all upstream river front and levee, and a
significant area of land on the levee side is in recreation use. This project will preclude access to
or opportunity for low income communities to have an adjacent river side parkway or restored
natural area. Instead, census tract 4 and 53 neighborhoods will have four 6,000 to 7,000 gallon
water tanks and the inherent dangers of a chemical treatment facility.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

The identified impacts from the SWSP are significant and should be mitigated. Loss of
recreational use, destruction of visual amenities, disturbance of natural communities and negative
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the pumps and treatment plant should
be mitigated directly in or close to the area of impact. The restoration of the abandoned er
misused property south of Intake Alfernative 5 between the railroad and river levees is the most
directly linked mitigation.

|
|
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The area adjacent to the Alternative 5 site is described as “an abandoned landfill, dump sites, and
vacant land before aligning with the SPRR (UPRR). (Page 10-5 Land Use). Since 1928 and 1946
when Frederick Law Olmsted (son of F.L. Olmsted, the architect of N.Y.’s Central Park)
provided plans for the State Parks Commission to create river parkways along the lower
American River, lower Feather River, Sacramento River and Delta Water ways, we have missed
opportunities to plan for the best and most beneficial use of lands adjacent to the American River.
(Report on Advisability of Establishing Parkways Along Sacramento River and its Tributaries
Consistent with Chapter 1422, Statues of 1945, Frederick Law Olmsted). Property between the
train track and the American River south bank levee next to Intake Alternative S are still mostly
vacant. The opportunity still exists to create open space, bike pathways, and water front access
for the thousands of city dwellers, and office workers who cannot now easily access their own
immediate natural back yard along the south river bank. Conversion to a park by natural
restoration is possible through by direct purchase from private owners and through a joint
enhancement project with Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD).

Adjacent to the 20th Street Bikeway Project is the site of the Blue Diamond Co-generation plant
and SMUD’s substation and fand fill site. The co-generation plant is currently being dismantled.
This creates an opportunity to open up this site as an urban park joined to the 20th Street
Bikeway. SMUD has a precedence for re-use of power facilities as recreational areas at its Lake
Ranch Seco Park. Their ownership of property north of the co-generation plant creates another
opportunity for partnership. Almost immediately upstream of the site of Intake § is a fenced
private property that acts as a barrier to further public passage along the levee top. The purchase
of this property as a link in a south levee river parkway would create a bicycle commute path and
walking and jogging river access for residents of midtown and east Sacramento. Now is a critical
time to make this link. (See Property map attached )

Acquisition and restoration of these properties would enlarge Sutter’s Landing Park and create
south bank river park linkages consistent with the goals of the General Plan, Richards Boulevard
Plan, 2010 Bikeways, and American River Parkway Plan. This action combined with extensive
improvements to a south bank levee top bicycle trail system would begin to mitigate for the
projects inconsistencies with the above plans and provide a benefit to the lower income
neighborhoods that bear all the risks and negative consequences. Other cities such as San
Antonio Texas, Portland Oregon and even Santa Rosa, California have made river parkways
significant to their identity. Though much focus has been made on the Sacramento River, a
beautiful river corridor close to major off ice and hotel development in the rail yard and Richards
Boulevard area and to existing residential areas is the highest and best use of the American

River’s natural beauty.
r 4

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Drat EBMUD Supplemental Water
Supply Project.

0 Coidav

Deborah Condon

Sincerely,
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Deborah Condon

Ind18-1, Deborah Condon
See responses to “ Alternatives Considered” and the “Delta and

Sacramento River Alternatives” major issues in Chapter 3 of this
document.

Ind18-2, Deborah Condon

See responses to “Construction-Related Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation,” “C Street Pipeline Routing,” and
“Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline Routing” major issues in Chapter 3 of
this document.

Ind18-3, Deborah Condon

The proposed design for the lower American River intake under
Alternative 3, as shown in Figure 2-7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS,
would raise the levee, allowing the levee-top bike trail to continue
uninterrupted following construction. During construction, the
bike trail would be detoured to avoid the construction site. Page
6-12 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS discusses impacts on land-side
recreation activities along the southern levee of the Lower
American River. Since the levee-top bike trail and river access
would not be impeded after construction, no significant impacts
on land-side recreation are anticipated. Shoreline access for
activities such as fishing, birding, biking, and jogging would
remain.

As described in Chapter 6 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, boating in the
immediate vicinity of the intake facilities may be temporarily
disrupted during construction. However, boats would be able to
pass the construction site, maintaining upstream and downstream
access. Once an intake structure is constructed, boats would be
allowed to pass under the access bridge. Impacts on recreational
activities would be less at upstream intake sites because of less
boating use and lack of public access.

Ind18-4, Deborah Condon

Engineering design for the intake facility would be reviewed and
approved by the local flood control district and the Corps of
Engineers.

Ind18-5, Deborah Condon

The State Wild and Scenic Rivers Act prohibits diversion
structures unless the Secretary of the Resources Agency
determines that the facility is needed to supply domestic water to
the residents of the county or counties through which the river
flows, and unless the Secretary determines that the facility would
not adversely affect the free-flowing condition and natural
character of the river. Implementation of Altérnative 3 would
require an application for diversion through the State Water
Resources Control Board and approval from the Secretary of the
Resources Agency, as noted in Table 2-7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind18-6, Deborah Condon

Table 2-7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS includes the American River
Parkway Plan as a pertinent regulation that would require an
amendment for the project to proceed. As described in Chapter 10
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, if Alternative 3 is selected, EBMUD will
coordinate with the City and County of Sacramento to avoid
conflicts with future developments planned for the Lower
American River area, including the Richards Boulevard Area Plan,
the American River Parkway Plan, and the County Bikeway
Master Plan. Table 10-1 in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS lists the plans
proposed prior to the completion of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. If the
Joint Project Alternative is selected, the City and County of
Sacramento will ensure that the pipeline does not conflict with
existing plans and that new development proposals do not conflict
with the planned pipeline.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Ind18-7, Deborah Condon

The evaluation of impacts on visual resources under Alternative 3
is described in Chapter 16 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. The
evaluation concluded that significant impacts would occur as a
result of construction and operation of intake Sites 1, 2, and 3. The
1997 Draft EIR/EIS also indicates that no mitigation is available to
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This conclusion
was based on the relative visibility of the intake structures from
the I-5 bridge, the levee along the south bank of the river, and
boats. The analysis recognizes that boating and shoreline uses
occur more frequent in the lower reach of the river and decrease
upstream. Although the analysis concluded that significant
impacts on visual resources are not expected to occur at intake
Sites 4 and 5, it did conclude that effects on visual resources would
be greater at intake Site 4 than at Site 5.

The American River Parkway Plan 5.7 states that structures in the
Parkway should “blend with the natural environment.” To the
extent possible, the intake structure design would minimize visual
obstruction. The final design would be reviewed and approved by
the City and County of Sacramento, with continuing opportunities
by the public and interested organizations.

Ind18-8, Deborah Condon

Mitigation Measure 8-6 presented on page 8-15 of the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS provides for additional surveys to be conducted prior to
construction coupled with the implementation of USFWS
guidelines for valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat
mitigations.

Ind18-9, Deborah Condon

Page 10-12 and 10-19 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS discuss
environmental justice effects posed by Alternative 3. The pipeline

route through Sacramento passes through census tracts that
exhibit median household incomes both above and below the City

and County averages. The impacts associated with the project
would not result in disproportionate impacts on minority or low-
income populations.

Suitable intake facility and chemical conditioning facility locations
are limited by riverine conditions, including water depth and
shoreline integrity. Hazards associated with the chemical storage
facility are not anticipated to be significant. (See Chapter 15 of the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS.) The placement of the intake structure would
not preclude river access for downtown residents.

Ind18-10, Deborah Condon

Chapter 2 of this document describes the current status of the
project. The impacted streets in Sacramento would be returned to
their original condition as part of the construction plan. EBMUD
will continue to work with the community and the City and
County of Sacramento to develop appropriate measures to address
temporary construction impacts if Alternative 3 is implemented.
Specific property acquisitions to enhance the Lower American
River Parkway are not included in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS as
mitigation. However, community enhancement measures are
under discussion among EBMUD, the City, and the County.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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February 10, 1998

Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055, MS 305
Oakland, California 94623-1055

Re:  American River Water Diversion Project

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

Perhaps this letter will do little or nothing to influence the outcome of the proposed

pipeline through Sacramento, still I feel it is necessary to offer a few concerns and insights
regarding the project.

It is inevitable that history repeats itself. As population increases in the Bay Area the need
for water and the lack of a nearby source becomes an all consuming quest. The strong

prevail. The strong, those with the deepest pockets, unlimited resources and influence, will |

do what they will to have what they want.

Do Owens Valley, Mono Lake and the name Mulholland ring any bells? When will the
impact of continued growth of an overpopulated area finally hit those who benefit

financially between the eyes?

Diversion of water from the American River is not a solution to the problems of drought in
the East Bay. It is merely a first step in perverting nature to satiate the need and greed of
an ever demanding populace. What concessions will be made by EBMUD for Central
Valley farmers when drought comes again and their water is rationed? Will we eventually
have to imported more from foreign producers and put local farmers out of business? The
logarithmic effects of water diversion are staggering.

Haven't we learned anything in the last fifty years? Does Los Angeles® growth not clue us
in to what is-happening in the Bay Area? Or do we really not give a damn who is affected
as long as we can fill the swimming pools of overpriced homes. .

SACHNPIPELINE.DOC9Sydileo:}

Ind19-1
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Kurtladensack
February 10, 1998
Page 2

e

My husband and I moved to Sacramento to avoid the crush of the Bay Area and still it
plagues us. Our home in East Sacramento is on a quiet street, surrounded by neighbors
who know and care for each other. We don't want to see our community impacted by the
vastness of this project. A project that will never be finished within it’s proposed budget or
time frame. It is more than the inconvenience of another construction project to us, it is the
potential changé to our quality of life and the principle of the situation that gnaws at us.

When is enough, enough?

Sincerely, %
vonne Di Leo
548 - 40th Street

Sacramento, California 95819
(916)928-3300

cc:  Cecily Hayward Hastings, /uside East Sacramento

SACH:PIPELINE.DOC-9S\yditeo:1
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Yvonne Di Leo

Ind19-1, Yvonne Di Leo
The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-57 Final EIR/EIS
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10 Panoramic Way
Berkeley, CA 94704
December 26, 1997

Kurt Ladensack

Water Supply Improvements Division
EBMUD

PO Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94623

Dear Kurt Ladensack:

1 am writing to comment on EBMUD’s plan to tap the American River as outlined in its
DEIR/EIS. The Supplemental Water Supply Project calls for up to 112,000 acre-feet of
water per year to be taken from the confiuence of the American and Sacramento Rivers.

1 applaud the EBMUD board's refusal to change the District's current ultimate service
boundary. | urge you to include in the plan the strongest possible guarantees for the
future that the boundary will not change.

1 urge you to investigate further the effects of water diversions on the already decimated
San Francisco Bay/Deita ecosystems and on potential growth within the EBMUD district.

| also ask that you guarantee that you will only use American River water in critical dry
years for use in the EBMUD service area or to maintain stream fiows in the Mokelumne
River. |urge you to ensure that any water drawn from the American River should be
matched by increased flows down the Mokelumne River to the Delta to an extent that
would help restore the Mokelumne's heavily damaged fisheries.

1 ask you to intensify your efforts at conservation, using the best available technology,
including rebate programs and other incentives for the installation of drip-irrigation
systems and other demand-reducing alternatives.

Please also ensure that American River project remains consistent with the principles
of the Bay-Delta water-quality standards currently being devised in the CalFed process.

Sincerely,

(g ramtiv g € et

Constantina Economou

Ind 20 -1

Ind 20-2

ind 20-3

Ind 20-4

ind20-5
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Contantina Economou

Ind20-1, Constantina Economou

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS indicates on pages 2-7 and 2-8 that
“EBMUD has limited its service area growth to its adopted
ultimate service area boundary (USB) and has also adopted
additional policies that govern the provision of water to new
areas.” These policies set forth conditions that must be met prior
to extension of water service into new areas and describe
EBMUD’s policy on the extension of water service to specific areas.
The USB developed and adopted by EBMUD represents the area
within which EBMUD anticipates that it can provide a safe reliable
water supply using its existing Mokelumne River supply and
supplemental water supply options.

Ind20-2, Constantina Economou

Effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on Delta hydrology, water quality,
and fisheries are addressed in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS. Growth effects within EBMUD’s USB are
addressed in Chapter 18, “Cumulative and Growth-Related
Effects.” The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS analysis concludes on page 18-8
that Alternatives 2 and 3 would have no additional growth effects
in EBMUD's ultimate service area beyond what has already been
addressed in EBMUD’s Updated Water Supply Management
Program EIR because it would not foster economic, population or
housing growth beyond what has already been addressed in the
Water Supply Management Program. The Supplemental Water
Supply Project could indirectly facilitate growth decisions by
service area cities and counties by reducing the amount of
uncertainty that exists related to system reliability and water
supply availability during severe drought conditions.

Ind20-3, Constantina Economou

As indicated beginning on page 1-2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the
purpose of the Supplemental Water Supply Project is to provide
EBMUD with a supplemental water supply to reduce existing and
future customer deficiencies to manageable levels during drought
conditions and to provide an alternative water supply in case of
planned or unplanned outages at EBMUD’s Mokelumne River
diversion facilities. FERC approved the Mokelumne River
Settlement Agreement. The agreement provides for annual
releases from Camanche Dam based on water-year type.

Ind20-4, Constantina Economou

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS indicates on page 1-9 that EBMUD is
actively pursuing many types of water conservation, including use
of water audits, retrofit and conservation incentive programs,
metering requirements, leak detection, pricing, water waste
prohibitions, and educational programs. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS
indicates in Table 1-2 on page 1-11 that EBMUD's conservation
targets for 2020 could amount to as much as a 34.7-MGD savings
in water supply.

Ind20-5, Constantina Economoun

As indicated in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS on page 1-14, the
Supplemental Water Supply Project has been included in the
CALFED cumulative impact analysis and a sensitivity analysis
will be conducted to assess the effects of EBMUD’s American
River contractual entitlement in combination with a CALFED
program. The CALFED analysis will not evaluate specific project-
level impacts. Based on the results of the hydrologic modeling and
water quality analysis, it is unlikely that the Supplemental Water
Supply Project will be inconsistent with future Bay-Delta water
quality objectives.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on.the 1997 Draft EIR/FIS

Response to Comment of John D. Ferreira

n Ind21-1, John D. Ferreira
21 ) Currently, none of the alternatives crosses your property. Your
. concerns are noted.

COTTA & FERREIRA DAIRY ..
7651 E EIGHT MILE ROAD
STOCKTON CA 95212

MARCH 11, 1998

T0: KURT LADENSACK IN REGARD TO THE DEIR/EIS PIPELINE CONNECTION

COTTA & FERREIRA DAIRY DOES NOT WANT TO AUTHORIZE PERMISSION TO DO
LAND SURVEYS. DO TO THE FACT THAT THE ABOVE NAMED DOES NOT WANT DEIRREIS |
CONNECTION TO COME THROUGH THEIR PROPERTIES. IT WILL ALTER PROPERTY Ind21-1
LINES, IRRIGATION MANAGMENT, AND NOT TO MENTION PROPERTY VALUE, WHICH IN
THE FUTURE COULD BE SOLD FOR DEVELOPMENT. MOST IMPORTANTLY AT THIS TIME
THIS PROPERTY IS NEEDED AND ALWAYS IS PLANTED WITH PERENIAL AND ANNUAL
CROFS TO FEED CATTLE.

IN CLOSING COTTA & FERREIRA DAIRY REQUESTS THAT THIS LETTER BE KEPT

ON FILE, AS HOW COTTA & FERREIRA DAIRY VIEWS DEIR/EIS CONNECTION THROUGH
THEIR PROPERTIES.

SINCERELY, N
(T a@vu/m,._\

JOHN D. FERREIRA

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-63 Final EIR/EIS
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on.the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Douglas T. Foster

n Ind22-1, Douglas T. Foster
' See responses to Form 1-2 and Form 2-2.

DoOUGLAS T. FOSTER 2222
KITORNEY AT Loww

Q0L FAIN QAXD DOVLEWARD, SUITE ¢

SACRAMENTO, CALIFGRNIA 93884 PHONE. (916) a80-4444

EAX (910) HB0ASTR .
January 23, 1998
Bast Bay Municipal Utllity U.S. Bureau of Roclamation
Distriect North-Central CA Arca Office
M8# 30s 7794 FPolsom Dam Road
r'.0. Box 240SS Foloom, CA 95630-1799

Oakland, CA 94623-10ss

Attn: Kurt Ladenaack, Manager Attn: Rod Hall, Bnviro.
Wataer Supply Tmp. piv. Specialist
Fax #510-287-1295 Fax #916-989~7208

Re: Draft EIR/EIS (a) EBMUD-/Bacramento Joint Water
Supply Project, (b) Folsom South Canal Connection
Project : .

Dear Siras:

I respectively request you choose intake altornative #§
for the pumping station. Thia is a virtually unused racreational
area. Alternative 41 through #4 are hocavily used waeekend
recreational hoater areas. Most of the year there are
approximately 200 boats from 10 feet to 70 feet in lLangth anchored,
drifting or tied to shore. Thisn reprosonts approximately 350 tax
payero and thoir childron. fThore are approximately eight weekendsa
a year where this swells to over 400 recreational boaters in this
area. Alternative #5 io tho only available option. Additionally,
We are opposed to the Folsom South Canal Conncetid Project.

L-cepy)

DTF:dl
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

March 7, 1998

EBMUD

Attn.: Kunt Ladensack
P.O. Box 24055 MS 303
Qakland, CA 9464;1 055

e
Dear EEMUD and Kurt Ladensack:

After having been to your meeting and having talked to knowledgeable water people
and engineers, I recognize how hard it is to find the right solution to meet evervone’s
needs. Of all the options available, by far 1 prefer Option §, but by the alternate route
that goes along the north side of the railway berm. I am very much opposed to
digging in the city residential neighborhoods, especially because of the damage to very
old, precious trees that contribute to the economic and aesthetic value of neighboring
homes. Iam sure you are aware that digging into roots damages trees, so there should
be no contact with them inside of the drip line. This would be impossible to do along
many of the streets, especially along C Street.

However, I wonder if it isn’t feasible to come up with a 6th option, one that should
cause less inconvenience to residents and cost less. If vou were 1o dig from the river
east of Lanatt Way, it seems you would have less distance io cover from the river to
Elvas Avenue, which only has residents along one side of it. This way you would not
have to deal with the city landfill problems, you would have a nice wide street to work
on and could do so without damaging trees. And rather than coming into the street,
why not run the pipeline along the north side of the railroad?

I truly hope that all the environmental concerns will be thoroughly researched to

gresenfe, if not enhance, the quality of our river. I am in favor of a solution that provides
enefits for evervone. Thank you for your response to the community.

Sincerely,

Deborah\Fountain
P. Q. Box 162758
Sacramento, CA 95816

23

L-€epy)

Response to Comment of Deborah Fountain

Ind23-1, Deborah Fountain
The preference for intake Site 5 and opposition to construction in

residential areas is noted. See response to “C Street Pipeline
Routing” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document. The location
for intake Site 5 was chosen due to the water depth at the site and
because the location is mutually agreeable to EBMUD, the City,
and the County. Sites upstream of intake Site 5, although
technically feasible, are not agreeable to all parties.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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December 22, 19387

TO: Mr. Kurt Ladensack
East Bay Municipal Utility District
Water Supply Improvements Division
P.O. Box 24055 MS #305
Oakland, CA 94623-1055
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for the East Bay Municipal Utility
District Proposed Supplemental Water Supply Project

The following are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the East Bay
Municipal Utility District Proposed Supplemental Water Supply
Project, hereinafter referred to as DEIR/DEIS. Page references
are to the DEIR/DEIS.

1.

[N]

The DEIR/DEIS gets off to a bad start on the first page. It
is unnecessarily confusing. Paragraph three refers to the
"first alternative," when it actually discusses Alternative
2 (Alternative 1 is the "no action” alternative). Paragraph
four refers to the "second alternative," when it actually
discusses Alternative 3.

On page 2-13, "minor river crossings" are not defined. The
Mokelumne River is discussed as a "major river" but it is
not stated whether the Cosumnes River will be considered
major or minor. Is the Cosumnes River to be considered a

minor river?

If the Cosumnes River is to be considered a minor river, the
construction of the pipeline crossing would be by an open
cut method. In Alternative 2, Alignment 4, the Cosumnes
River bottom is a hard clay and aggregate material.
Trenching through this hard bed will promote accelerated
erosion in this area of the channel and the adjacent banks.
This is precisely where the 1997 flood breached the banks.

Although page 2-5 mentions that an analysis would be
performed to determine the potential for adverse effects
related to scour of levees or the natural channel as a
result of in-channel construction, page 9-4 notes that
"...construction activities could result in localized
accelerated erosion, siltation, or unstable soils."

It is impracticable to construct a pipeline crossing at this
location by the open cut method without one of the following
results: Either the open cut will result in greatly
accelerated erosion, or the methods used to prevent erdsion
will permanently destroy the riparian ecosystem. Neither of
these scenarios is acceptable.

Ind 24-1]

ind 24-2.

On page 7-15, mitigation for "unavoidable"” riparian woodland
losses is discussed. These losses would probably include
clear cutting the riparian forest. The DEIR/DEIS notes that

‘riparian woodlands along the Cosumnes River have high

biological productivity and species diversity (page 8-3),
and that the rémnant riparian habitat supports a high value
wildlife habitat. There would be no losses of riparian
woodlands at the Cosumnes River crossing if the existing
Folsom South Canal were utilized instead of constructing a
new pipeline crossing. 1In fact, 17:miles of environmental
impacts are avoided by utilizing the existing Folsom South
Canal. Failure to utilize the existing Folsom South Canal
is bad for the environment, bad economics, bad engineering
and bad politics. The public must be made aware that the
only reason that the Folsom South Canal would not be
utilized is that there is a disagreement between two public
agencies, The Bureau of Reclamation and East Bay Municipal
Utility District.

Page 11-2 states, "The 130-foot-wideé right-of-way consists
of an B80-foot-wide permanent operation corridor..." and "The
analysis also assumed that all agricultural land within the.
permanent operation corridors would not return to

agricultural production..."” Page 2-9 states, ”Alignment'z
is approzimately 16.9 miles long..." and "Alignment 4 is
approximately 32 miles long." Based on these figures:

{32 X 5280 X 80)/43560 = 310 acres

Alignment 4:
{16.9 X 5280 X 80)/43560 = 164 acres

Alignment 2:

However, page 11-5 states, "The permanent conversion of
agricultural land would range from 83 acres under Alignment
4 to 22 acres under Alignment 2." Although Table 11-3 shows
a breakdown of these two figures by crop type, there is no
discussion of the method used to determine which areas of
the "permanent operation corridor" would be on agricultural
land. No maps were furnished in thé DEIR/DEIS to support
these figures. This is not acceptable. And if the acreage
of "permanent conversion of agricultural land" is based on
the present crops instead of the agricultural zoning, that
is also unacceptable.

Although the “permanent operation corridor" is to be 80 feet
wide, the amount of land which has its productivity impacted
is more than that 80 foot swath. For example, where an
ezisting field is flood irrigated, removing an 80 foot
corridor through the center of the field makes the entire
field more difficult to irrigate. How do owners cross the
"permanent operation corridor” with irrigation lines or
flood irrigation? Will all heavy machinery be allowed to
cross the corridor? If there will be a weight limit for
machinery crossing the corridor, what would that limit be?

Table 11-2 lists the estimated acreage of prime farmland

Ind 24-3

Ind 24-4



within the operation corridor for Alternative 2, Alignment
4, as 21 acres., There is nothing in the DEIR/DEIS to
support this figure. If the 80-foot "permanent operation
corridor” goes through a 20-acre irrigated pasture, does the
methodology consider that the entire pasture may be removed
from production? How was the figure of 2l-acres arrived at?

Page 11-5 notes that there are lands currently under
Williamson Act contracts within the construction corridors
of Alternative 2. It then concludes that the impact is less
than significant and that no mitigation is required.

Note that the California Government Code regarding the
Williamson Act states as follows:

51290(a) 'It is the policy of the State to avoid,
whenever practicable, the location of any State or
local public improvements and any improvements of
public utilities, and the acquisition of land therefor,
in agricultural preserves.

I maintain that it is in fact practicable to designate a
pipeline route which will minimize impacts to parcels
currently under Williamson Act contracts. BAmong the four
proposed alignments of Alternative 2, there are clearly
fewest impacts in Alignment 2.

Although page 16-3 states that electrical transmission lines
would be extended to provide power for the pumping plants in
Alternative 2, the DEIR/DEIS does not state how electrical
power would be distributed to flow monitoring and corrosion
- prevention equipment along the pipeline. Will such -
equipment be installed? If so, what will be the visual
impacts? There is a big difference in visual impact between
overhead and underground electrical lines.

The same issue of visual impacts arises in conjunction with
the methods used to transmit flow monitoring data. The
DEIR/DEIS says nothing on this subject. Would the system
utilize overhead or underground hard wire, or perhaps
wireless equipment? Even a wireless system would require an
above-ground equipment enclosure and antenna. Will such
equipment be installed? If so, what will be the visual

impacts?

Will there be maintenance access openings into the pipeline
from the surface? If so, what will these look like from the
surface?

Where will maintenance roads be required? How will they
look? What will be the frequency of traffic on such rodads?

Page 18-1 states that cumulative impacts must be addressed,
taking into consideration past, present and reasonably

Ind 24-5

Ind 24-6

Ind 24-7
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foreseeable future actions. There are significant
cumulative impacts where the pipeline would cross the
Cosumnes River in Alternative 2, Alignment 4.

Construction of the existing Folsom South Canal across the
Cosumnes river required a temporary diversion channel for
the entire river. This was an enormous impact, just 1700
feet upstream of the new crossing proposed in Alignment 4.
After having suffered the environmental impacts of the
construction of the unused Folsom South Canal, it makes no
sense to create new envirormental impacts to cross the river
again.

In January, 1997, the Cosumnes River broke through its east
bank precisely where the pipeline crossing is proposed in
Alignment 4. Subsequent repair of the river bank, completed
in November of 1997, required removal of a portion of the
riparian forest. Sacramento County administered the
contract, which was funded by USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Services ({75%) and the State Office of
Emergency Services (25%). The DEIR/DEIS mentions neither
this flood damage nor the subsequent repairs.

The DEIR/DEIS does not mention the proposed diversion of
water from the Cosumnes River for the Deer Creek Hills
development (see the attached notification). Diversion of
water from the Cosumnes River would have an impact on the
Riparian ecosystem. :

These past and potential future impacts, together with the
impacts of your proposed construction (probably clear
cutting the riparian forest and open trenching through the
river channel and its banks), must be considered as combined
assaults upon a fragile ecosystem.

Sincerely,

M G Loy

John Gledhill
Trustee

Edvisa Barbero Trust
12319 Plum Lane
Wilton, CA 95693
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO APPROPRIATE WATER Tdie Wilson

APPLICATION 30626
APPLICATION 5646X03

DATE FILED .July 8, 1997
DATE FILED July 10, 1997

%7 Deer Creek Nills L. L. C.

Notice is hereby given that on July 1o, 1@ :
(Deer Craek Wills) filod a Perition for .. el b et ion of 01
Waler Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Stale Filing A5646. Deer Creek
Nills‘s Application A5646X03 seeks a water right_pcrmxt.under State
Filing A5646 to divert water from the Cosumncs River tributary to the
Mokelumne River in Sacramento County. In the event that Lhe petition
tor assignment is not approved, Deer Creek Hills has also filed A .
Application A3NG2G, covering the same diversion points, direct diversion
and storage amount In the event that ASG46X03 is approved,
Application 30626 would e canest b,

The SWRCH wil) deteamine whether o water 1 ight. permitc should be issued
for Application 5616X03 or Application A30G26.  Tn addition, the SHWRCR
will doetermine the couditions that should 1ee thcluded in the prermit
protect the environment and other downs owat e .

provides a de iption of the propused project, ;
procedure and time 1rame for submittal of prrosta aegering el .
applications.  Any correspondesice Lo Lhe applicant shall be mailed to:

i bes thse

Deer Creek Mills, L.L.C.

c/o C. T, Hay, Ci2M #ill

2485 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 600
Sacramento, CA 95833-2937

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The proposed Deer Creck Hills project is located immediately a@jncent
to, and north of Rancho Muricta in Sacramento County. The projecr
P LIRS SLICRY P TR t bz, o IR hodee .|--!|‘|~-m e ot 4 Leecpee
shopping center and o 20 acre mxbical cape tacility on 1,892 acres.

t by diverting
Fesosl paeey ziecerrapied
Hiver o1 Granld

Deer Creek Hills propuses to provide water for the proj
from the Commmies: Kives ot . paate gpal b (X1}
fota) o Mo wates will b divestoed from e ¢
e e fing Clee gy dond o Movembars b o fes e "“'Y.""h""

5 otlows in o ol tcubic fent pua i e
stute s Rive Ui G 1000 etrae Jeeel {AF) o wat e s yeat may be
diverted directly Lo use and up Lo 4,40U A¥ per year may be diverted to
offstream storage amd/or underground ntorage.  The total .'mmuxllt of water
diverted for the source will not exceed 4,800 AF por year,

The water will pravide for munif‘ip;n! and don Ii.(- use in l!n': n::.f:r f_'rnr:.k
Hills community located within secLiol ot . 23, z‘l,, . 28, u.m, n.uu-:,
MPR&M, as shown on the map on fl!(‘ with |l|-~. me(:u. .'lln- w..unr.wn!l alno
be used to supplement Rancho Muriola Commus ity Services D;stn.c(:_"s .
municipal supply during dry years and to P rve :mt} m_lll;mce fizh anc
wildlife resources within the oftstream r voirs w"n:lqn Raucl_: " -
Minrieta.  Rancho Mavieta‘s place of 5o Toeatod wllhn} I.u’m::..., 2,
a4, TIN, REE, MDBAM, and sectionz 2 . 28, 33, 34, & 3%, T8N, RSE,
MPRAM, an shown on the wmap on tike with Che SHRCR.

- Wi < ddiv i Chie Kesniebior Mus it pesor verjy synt o,
Thee watoor will bee Wi ed into I
Then as nevded, watoer witl be rediverted and Lreated at the cxlmr_ldct?
l{-‘n.lr'ho Murieta treatment tacility and |)i[)"‘cl to municipal wthln.
Deer Creck Hills and Rancho Muriceta or injectod ol the Fopes: Groundwater
Bechugvges Wl U aebal, 7 mtleess tey Elae tnnd hwe:

!

L

i sncsnns 16t preserve ol e e guadite of Coldonme’s s
ol ens s fiwe tine bemefin of peesent aod pat

ettsure thear proper allocatton and ¢
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Application #30626
Page 2

Water stored at the Lopesn Groundwat ey Rechareps Wel bl jold will e
extracted 1ot seasonal use.  Fhe wellficld will be motered to ensure
that more water has been injoctod thag o been withdeaws,  As
conditions allow over the course of the next several Years, Deer Creck
Rills intends to inject sufficient water Lo create an underground
reserve of up to 12,000 AF of water; this water will provide a hank
account that can be drawn upon during dry periods.

After complation of Lhe project, an average of 2,460 AF of waler wiil be
used annually for municipal and domestic nee 820 AF of this watar
will be treated atter the primary uwses and be reeycled for irrigation of
landscaping and the peer Creek Hills® golf coursec. Initial startup of
the golf course and other common area landscaping will require
supplemental sources of water until wastewater qoeneration rates are
sufficient to meot irvigation demand. Potential supplemental sources
include onsite vwells, offsite wells, or the Cosumnes River under the
terms of this water righe.

APPLICATION INFORMATION

The applicant broposes to divert water from the Cosumnes River tributary
to Mokelumne River thence San Joagquin River . .
The Point of Diversion ig located within the SHY% of fEYX of Section 4,
TBN, RABE, Mt. Diablo B&M.
Points of Rediversion are located at
(1) Lake Calero, within the NEX of NWY o theen fon 27, rEN, RBIE, MbBLM;
(2) Lake Chesbro, within the NWY of Nwy of Section 3%, T8N, RBE, MDBLM;
(3) Lake Clementia, within the NWY of SEX of Svetion 3s, THN, g,
MDB&M.
(1} Lopen Groundwat oy Recharge wel b feeld, within ¢ 4 ol HWY and
SWX ol SEX. of Section 15 amd the NEY of NWX and the Nwy of NEY
of Section, 23,TIN,R7E, MDBuLM.

The Points of diversion and vediversion and I'ace of use are located
within the County of Sacramento.

Amount of water applied for: .
(A) 1 vls, BDiveol Diverszion, nol to czeosd
a total of 1,230 AFA
{B) 4800 AFA, Storage (as ground water)
Total diversion of water from the source not to exceed 4,800 AFA.

Water will be used for: Mmicipal and Fish and Wildlife euhancement
The applicant has requested Lo divert water from November 1 to Junc 30
of every year.

Place of Usc is within the service boundaries of Deer Creek Hilles and
Rancho Murieta, as shown on the map on file with the SWRCB .

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION =

According to the California Environmental Ouality Act (CROA}) and it
guidelines, Sacramento Catnty s the lead e 1y; e County has
prepared a Draft Environmental lmpact Report. If you have information
not covered in the lead agency’: envirommental document which indicates
that the project will cause a significant offrct on the enviroment,
please send Lhis intormation to Lhe lead dyuncy iemcdiately and also Lo
Mr. Dan Meier, Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and
Assessment (916) 440-7914.  This information will be reviewed in
accordance with CRQA.
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Application #30626
Page 3

PROCEDURE FOR SUDMITTING PROTESTS

Any berson way file a protest against the application. The protest must
be submitted in writing to the SWRCR and 1o the applicint within go dayn

ol the date of this notice.

Parties may file protests based on any of
the following factors:

. Tnjury to existing watey rights,
- Adverse environmentil impact .
Not iu dhe public intepeast |
tontrary to law.
Not within the jurisdiction of the SWRCH,

All protests must clearly describe the objections to approval of the
application and the factual basis for those objections. If the
objection is based on injury to existing water rights, the protest must
describe the specific injury to the existing water right that would
vesult from approval of Lhe applicacion. in addition, the party
claiming injury to prior water vights must provide specific informar ion
Lhat desceribes the basis ot Lhe ex ing right, the date the uge began,
the quantity of wator used, the purpose of use and the place of usc.
Please note that iy water right permit ued by the SWRCB isg Subject
to and includes conditions to mrarect vestod water right s,

If the protest is based on cuvironmental groundn, or other factors
listed above, the protest must be accompanied by a statement of facts
support ing the basis . flicient information is not
submitted, the SWRCR eject L
submit additional information, or withhiold action on the protest until
completion of environmental documentation by the applicant or SWRCB
staff.

A protest should be submitted on 4 standard protest form available from
the SWRCB, but can be submitted in letter form. Protests may be
submitted by FAX, but the original {:) mmst dne submitted Lo the swecs.
An informational pamphlet i Aavailable that provides additional
ittormit ion el ] 1O wal ey tiagh s o the poroeedug e for tiling

: Plewizies contact e poevzon Pisihbodd In-low it vy wonld Vike o
pamphiled ot peotest foy

For good couse, the SWRCH Wy grant an extension in Lime to file a
protest. A requost tor an extonsion of time must be submitted in a
timoly mantmer, m spesity e addit ional time required, and state why
additional time is noeded to (ile the protesy

RESOLUTION OF PROTESTS

A copy of the protest shall be sent to Lhe applicant.
inelude a desceription of RL) A LIATEHT PRSI B [NY RPEEYS 1Y B TSN
protest, includimng wodificat ion of Lhe application {i.
of diversion, ete.) or condit jons i, fish bypass flow, measur ing
device, etc.) that could be included in tiwe water right permit. The
protestant (s} and the applicant aye encouriged Lo dis wmethods Lhat
could be used to rusolve the protest. 1f the protest(s) can not be
resolved, thic SWRCH may conduct & field invor Ligation with all
interested parties or may hold a water right hearing.

Please contact the engineer listed below if you would like to request
an extension of time to file a. protest.

S Ces, and

ur nassion 1s 10 preser and enlsim - e guaahity of Califoenn's w
wosire these propvr allstons asd vfficwnt use o e it of proseatsand futere genenanms
[

« request that the protestant

The protest shall
Olvee Ll
- . amount., seaton
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CONTACT PERSON

To obtain additional information regarding this project, or to obtain
copies of the protest forms or pamphliet, please call Mugh F. Smith at
(916} 6Y7-1380.

DATE OF NOTICE:

NOVEMBEK 21 1997

Gl neas™s water sesensa vy, i

ot sand enhun o e gunsden
wol i for the Pwonclit of, prosent and Nutare geacrations

Ve mevsnonn s
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of John Gledhill, Edvisa
Barbero Trust

Ind24-1, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

The information sheet attached to the 1997 Draft EIR/FIS should
refer to Alternative 2 (Folsom South Canal Connection), instead of
the “first alternative” and Alternative 3 (Joint Water Supply),
instead of the “second alternative.”

Ind24-2, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

On page 2-12 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the Cosumnes River is
listed as a river or major stream crossed by pipeline Alignments 1
and 4 under Alternative 2. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS states (on page
2-13) that “where necessary, major rivers would be crossed by
tunneling the pipeline beneath the water channel to avoid the
disruption of water flows.” During final design, further analyses
will be conducted to determine appropriate construction methods.
Engineering solutions are available to minimize both erosion and
riparian impacts.

Ind24-3, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

The alignments associated with Alternative 2 (Folsom South Canal
Connection) would have impacts on riparian woodlands. As
shown on Table 7-1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, Alignments 2 and 3
would impact the least amount of riparian woodlands.

Ind24-4, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

See response to Comment Sp1-1. The permanent pipeline
easement would be returned to pre-construction surface
conditions. The estimated acreage of prime farmland listed in
Table 11-12 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS was calculated using a GIS
system. The pipeline alignment was projected over land-use
designation maps provided by the California Department of
Conservation. Using the 80-foot permanent corridor width and

the 130-foot construction corridor width, acreage was calculated
along the pipeline route where the corridor encountered
designated prime farmland. The methodology does not consider
that the entire pasture would be removed from production.
EBMUD will fairly compensate landowners directly affected by
the project.

Ind24-5, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

Alignment 2 of Alternative 2 (Folsom South Canal Connection)
would impact the least amount of land currently under
Williamson Act contracts, as compared to Alignment 4.

Ind24-6, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

Only cathodic protection of the pipeline to prevent corrosion
would require an additional source of electricity. This need would
be provided by tapping into a local distribution line that crosses
the pipeline alignment and then running an underground wire
along the pipeline. No visual effects are anticipated.

Ind24-7, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

As stated on page 2-11 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, a gravel road
may be constructed within the permanent 80-foot-wide pipeline
right-of-way in areas where the pipeline is not visible from
existing roads. The EBMUD inspector’s vehicles would be the
only traffic on these maintenance roads. The configuration of the
roadways would accompany final design, which would also
include discussions with property owners regarding access
requirements and methods for minimizing disruptions

Ind24-8, John Gledhill, Edvisa Barbero Trust

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not affect flows in the Cosumnes River.
Impacts on the river riparian corridor associated with these
alternatives are minor and temporary and would occur only as a
result of pipeline construction. These impacts are described in

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Chapter 7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, “Vegetation and Wildlife.”
No cumulative significant impacts are anticipated.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-74 Final EIR/EIS
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—98 12:@1 PN 916 9443 6967

Paul Harriman

2322 7" Sueet

Sacramcnto CA 95816-4202
el 916-442-7878

fax 916-443-6967

March 16,1998

Kurt Ladensac
EDMUD MS #305

P.O. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623-1055
wl 510-287-1197

Dc:u; Mr. Ladensac,

I appreciated the presentation of this project 10 the 3 neighborhood associations at the
Hart Scnior Center in Sacramento and am glad for the opportunity to comment.
There are 3 things that concern me ... 1 involves planning and 2 involve engincering,

#1 My kids are the Sth family gencration bom in California, During my 47 years, the

population has increased by over 20 million people and many changces have taken place ...

some for the better and some for the worse, Two things are very clear at this point ...

. Water facilituted the growth in the past (of buth our agricultural 12nd and our citics)

and, it is the most critical element defining California’s population in the future. There is

plenty of land and buikling matcrials to work with, but withuut watcr, aothing will happen.

L A drive through California shows s that peoples’ visions of the future vary

considerably and that planning and 2oning are oflen poorly executed. By providing naw

water conneclions, we cncourage cheap urban sprawl at the expensc of improving our

existing ncighborhoods, we overload the roadways and mechanical infrastructurc, and

this actually cncourages the qualily of Lifc in our cities to deteriorate. Ts this wise ?
Conclusion ... Watcr is ultimately our most cffective “real” plenning tool.

If we place a moratorium on new housing, rchabing existing buildings becomes an

opportumnity and the money flows there. It inakes the “bad stoff” ... valuable again,
and we all bene(it from this kind of reinvesunent.. That's whalmmmajﬂ_dﬁm

**+ If ihe “redundancy” built into the EDMUD project is used to facl growth in the East
Bay and Sacramento County, your plan must include a plan for that growth.

I'm not at all against growth, but I am against growth without a plan. I's just stupid,

In 1998, Californians are smarter than that. The evidence is all around us. (articles included)

#2 During the presentation of the EDMUD project, T heard alot of concem about
tearing up streets 0 run the 7° water pipe through several ncighborhoods.

Qucstion ... since the American River levee needs to be weinforced, would adding this pipe
to the fevee help reinfurce il and provide an casily attainable right of way 7

#3 If the decision is finally made, o run this 7° pipe through Sacramento’s midtown
neighborhoods. there is one mitigation that would be very valuable 1o us in this process.
We have no street lighting, and it is very dark. If the streels arc to be torn up to this degree,
there is 4 very real potential for problems ac night. This situation could casily be improved
by adding strect lifhling o the arca.. Residents will cecriainly pay a price for this kind of
construction, and T belicve that these lights would also be vicwed as a

symbol of gratitude fof the considerations of people who will contribute quitc alot ...
{quictly) t the success of this project.

very sincerely, m . .

ind 25-1

Ind 25-2

ind 25-3

Response to Comments of Paul Harriman

Ind25-1, Paul Harriman

Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the growth-related
impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 both in the EBMUD service area
and in the City and County of Sacramento. The analysis covers
many environmental resources, including air quality, traffic, and
loss of agricultural land and native habitat. The updated Water
Supply Management Program (WSMP) EIR outlines the need for a
supplemental water supply to meet the needs of the service area
during periods of drought and scheduled maintenance of Pardee
Dam. The WSMP EIR analyzes the growth projections for the
EBMUD service area in detail. The City of Sacramento General
Plan and the Sacramento County General Plan assess the impacts
of growth on their jurisdictions.

Ind25-2, Paul Harriman

Replacing the American River levee in downtown Sacramento
would substantially increase the costs of the project. In addition,
the integrity of the levee and access for emergency repairs could be
hampered by the introduction of a water pipeline within the
design of the levee. The State Reclamation Board would closely
scrutinize such a project. Page 9-6 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS
discusses impacts on the flood-control levees. '

Ind25-3 Paul Harriman
See the responses to “C Street Pipeline Routing” and

“Construction-Related Environmental Commitments and

Mitigation” major issues in Chapter 3 of this document.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Jason Holmberg

3251 Santa Clara Ave,, #3

El Cerrito, CA. 94530
 December 17, 1997

Kurt Ladensack
Water Supply Improvments Division
EBMUD

MS#305
P.0. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

threefold. First, no project at all. Secondly, a jointly operated solution with city and county of Sacramento. This option
designed for the least environmental damage and would mean the least damage. Lastly, a diversion of water at Nimbus
Dam into the Folsom South Canal for transportation to the Mokelumne Aqueducts. This option wouid greatly reduce theH
flow of water to the lower American River. Also, this is an upstream water diversion similar to a previous attempt by
EBMUD to divert upstream that resulted in the "Hodge decision®. This agreement requires EBMUD to draw water from
the American River in wet years only. Would the Folsom Project option meet EBMUD's needs in times of drought? '
What about a new storage facility for water drawn from the Folsom Project option?

The Detta’s flow requirement are still being determined and it is premature to start mitigating water flows as a
- result of water being taken by either the Folsom Project or even a jointly run water project with Sacramento. The facts
are not in as to what is required to keep the Deita healthy. Construction of the Folsom Project would require the building]

| am writing to comment on EBMUD's American River water diversion project. The options for EBMUD are %

1-9zpul

¢-92pu|

Response to Comments of Jason Hoimberg

Ind26-1, Jason Holmberg

As indicated on page 2-11 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, under
Alternative 2, EBMUD would take delivery of American River
water whenever it is available and can be used either to
supplement EBMUD’s water supplies can be stored in EBMUD's
reservoirs. Under these conditions, EBMUD would take delivery
of up to 350 cfs of water from the Folsom South Canal. These
deliveries would be limited to those periods when flows in the
American River are at or above flows required by the Hodge
Decision. Table C-5in Appendix C to the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS,
“Results of PROSIM/EBMUDSIM Modeling,” shows simulated
deliveries to EBMUD during the 70-year hydrologic period.
Alternatives 2 and 3 do not currently involve construction of a
new storage facility. See the response to the “San Joaquin County
Conjunctive Storage” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind26-2, Jason Holmberg
Please refer to the response to Comment Sp9-7. Minimal to no

of extra storage facillies (not factored into the current DEIS/EIR) and would cause further legal battles. Finally, despite effects on Delta outflow are expected to result from Alternative 2
ali of the previous uncertainty, water supply and growth are inextricably linked. More water means more growth, more 5 or 3. )
traffic, less open space, loss of prime agricultural lands, animal habitat and biodiversity. %
In addition, EBMUD must investigate further the detrimental effects of any water diversions to the Deita g : Illd26-3, Jason Holmberg
ecosystem and on growth in the East Bay. in addition, EBMUD should agree that it wifl only ":;""‘e’ from the n’:"':’:“" Growth-related effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 are addressed in
River supply only in critical dry years. Any water drawn from the American should be matched an increase flow down . .
e Mokatinte v qamaged fsheris, The EBMUD distct should Intensiy e on efors, 3 ChaPter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. No increase in EBMUD'
) programs for drip iigation sytems installation. EBMUD should ensure that any American River poject | 3. S€Tvice area growth beyond what has already been evaluated in
be consistent with principals for Bay-Detta water-quality standards being drafted in the "CalFed" process. $ the EIR on the Updated Water Supply Management Program
: &  would result from the Supplemental Water Supply Project.
Sincerely. Ind26-4, Jason Holmberg
oo Please refer to the responses to Comments Ind20-1 through
Ind20-4.
Jason Holmberg
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0 EBMUD/USBA Supplemental Water Supply Project

' Comment Form 0
Name: O L Dilor ">(4 AA& i Date; 2. L« / id
addessd 3425 L2 St ’
City/State/Zip —saa . (A JSC/H Phone/Fax — 444 —£ 462
Organization (if applicable) /.
Comments: I Commevuz. OonN_Tis Divgnsion o7 The MATugal Figw CE g«.;,n%%? ’

Amopacan Rivew |, Berawe T w.str T Ave.d e DiSRusvien oF Twg WATuRE Inv ouR

CGMMumﬂI, I OB ETY To "THE MAJcR DISioCATEw oF CITIZEN ACTWITY twmwiCe 13 PRePesed

Bt TMRNG-YP PuBuc SWEET To Buey A Pife Line. ALso, T Fmowe THAT Tiss TRENCHING

-
ACTeen WL _INJURE _AnD  Possiduy_Kul Vet mas+ LARGe , MaTuas TREES Auwg C  Sreeor.

THE TRers o) OuR NEITGUBoR#cod ARE ViTAL —wo 175 AMBrwcy awd CeRrTarsir HELP W SHADIcG

Ay Cecimg e ARSA _cn  Mor Summen Dyvs. Puonss use avwermsie Routes i NECESsany.

Sauww, T Den'r UNDERSTAND  Yeur PrAm To Pump ju¢e Ameunts oF WaTer £

ue HuL / CRAATiNG MicH SIFFENING oF MCAL CITIZENRY IN THE CLREVTIVA OF THIS Pygeua.-e\

iInd27-2

To Aumest THE _SAME LiCATied Frem uiCd THAT waTdR STARTCD I8 IT3 Cei EiNemenT BEuiwd

Foisam Dam, WHT KT JUST Thkg The WATGR AT THE HIGHEST Poin [ AwD LET 6ravity De TwE Lore.

Wit Auswsinie THE LaTen Twal You Now Ctanm 1o (ONTREL , To RUN  For Suck A Sikeat

Distance ( At Rivens qc) AND AULWNG THE LAST OF A Fw SPeTI€ES oF Fiswes To Swim  FReELy

UP STREAM To A DSAD-EW) AT Nimpus Dam , Asd Ts hidi Frim PaBuc ReToGanTiod THE FacT

THAT THE AMCUNT OF WATER THAT ¢S BEING DiverTED Facm IT5 NATURAM. Flow IS Ewcuét B ledan
Cost?
Py

TRE AMOUCAN WL “To AN ALmesT UNRECCENIZABLE STATG  BE WoRTH Au Tad DISBuPTics AR

You ARORT Faecoing Me BY Pumpivg TwE RIVE UP iitt . Just Go Auead Avd Taxe oue

WAtR ... Bur Pioni€ Uwve me IN Ponee  with cul STRCETS UVDBTURBCD AND TREGES UNToLCHED,
» comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you n'K ’ M
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, a
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement a December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Response to Comments of James K. Hosley

Ind27-1, James K. Hosley
See response to “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue in Chapter

3 of this document.

Ind27-2, James K. Hosley

Chapters 1 and 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS describe the purpose
and need for the project and explain the rationale for the proposed
intake facility locations.
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Response to Comment of Walter John

C Ind28-1, Walter John
Anal'ysis for asbestos fibers is included in EBMUD's routine water
19 fﬁ; °§;§ng s q1.1a11ty analysis. EBMUD does not anticipate substantial
differences in asbestos content between Mokelumne and American

February 16, 1998 .
River water.

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD, MS #305

P.0. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Dear Dr. Ladensack:

In the Summary of the DEIR/EIS for the EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project, I
did not find any mention of the potential problem from the introduction of asbestos fibers into the

drinking water supply.

Witer in the Mokelumne Aqueduct is probably free of asbestos fibers because the Sierra
formations do not contain asbestos mincrals. However, water from rivers crossing the foothills is
known to contain asbestas. Whether there is a health hazaid from the ingestion of asbestos fibers is
controversial; however, some authorities have believed that it could cause G.L cancer. Moreover,
in the past, water districts have considered it prudent to Limit the concentration of asbestos fibers in
drinking water. The fiber count in the water will depend on the source, the hold-up time in the
reservoir, and the extent of reduction of suspended particulate matter at the treatment plant.

I believe it is encumbent on EBMUD and the U.S.B.R. to study this potential problem, to estimate
the fiber count in the drinking water should the project be completed, and to take prudent steps to

protect the public health.

%713',

L-82py|
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Response to Comment of Tanine Kurtenback

. . ' .
- EBMUD/USBA Supplemental Water Supply Project Ind29-1, Tanine Kurtenback
6 Comment Form ~ See the response to the “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue in
0 Chapter 3 of this document. Flood control is not an objective of

' ' - the Supplemental Water Supply Project.
Name: MMM Date: —X‘%—?;/ PPy J
Mdmssw
City/State/ Zip M@_z_%mmwm_

Organization (if applicable)

Comments:

comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turnin
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is Fabuazf/ﬂ 1998. Thank you for your input.
e .
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PPt r-svon

ERMNESTLEHR
JAN 91998

7063 WILSHIRE CIRCLE
SACRAMENIO, CA 95822
VERERTS

(mem.fs KE  ZBmMud/uSBR Stcprlomatal LIt
Tty ~

I 5¢ g fact St mitoo vondin lirsas gwﬂw««,

/JMJM nfll«lx MZZW_ EIKMW — — el

%%Mu‘ofu/ M/MM W/M/m]lé “""“7’ N
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du««;/f
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;\fﬁq" oﬂu/ “‘#WW ——

"j?’ Ind 30-2

el

Pl M%afl EBROAD & ot Y7 celaw

Response to Comments of Ernest Lehr

Ind30-1, Ernest Lehr

Chapter 1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS contains a discussion of the
purpose and need for a supplemental water supply. Table 1-2
summarizes EBMUD’s demand and supply projections through
the year 2030. Customer demand, adjusted for reclamation and
conservation, is project to be 228 MGD by the year 2030. The
available supply is projected to be 228 MGD for normal years but
only 205 MGD for dry years (at 10% deficiency). The proposed
alternatives analyzed within the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS are designed

- to help meet dry-year and planned outage déficiencies. In order

to meet demand during dry years without a supplemental supply,
conservation measures would have to be incteased to 35%
including up to 50% for residential customers (see page 1-8 of 1997
Draft EIR/EIS). The Updated WSMP EIR analyzed potential
alternatives for meeting projected water demand in the EBMUD
service area.

Ind30-2, Ernest Lehr

Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS contairnis a discussion of
growth-related effects of the supplemental water supply project.
The EBMUD Board of Directors has adopted a formal policy to
oppose supplying water to developments outside EBMUD’s USB
(see page 18-5). As noted on page 18-8 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS,
the supplemental water supply is not anticipated to contribute to
new growth-inducing effects that have not already been evaluated
through the Updated WSMP EIR.

— MJAMM 7442‘5-’_% -

4  seect-gprmithe—|—
,z—ﬁ%

e

— it

2l MJWMWMMM

// AP
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JAMES I. LERNER, PH.D.
420 BANTA YNEZ WAY ..
8A CA 9581¢

(926) 456-8261
February 12, 1998

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055
M.S. #305
Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Cacil Lesley
U.S. Bu Rec

* Cantral CA Area Office

-d?cumented in many other such reports.

7794 Folsom Dam Road
Polsom, CA 95630

Re: EBﬁUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Br. Mr. Ladensack and Mr. Lesley: ’
I would like to express my comments on the Proposed

project based on a briefing I attended last night at the Bast

Sacramento Improvenment Association's meeting and

review of the Pact Sheets I have received agoug tﬁ:s;goggc:¥

g:::i:g:;t:éz,rglwgs unab}e t: r:;iew the DEIR/EIS during the
e: ays prior

Comment S 2sver ys p. o. e end of the extended

I am opposed to this pProject. I am aware that the
proposal is a result of a negotiation process known as *The
Water Forum" and that the rights to American River water are
g:s:dtgn ;1nd1ng; of thetcougts. Nevertheless, I believe

a € proposed project, no matter whi -
one cares to selecg, 13 fiawed. hich intake alternative

. I do not beljeve that the environmental analysis
considers the bigger picture. By transferring this quantity
of water to EBMUD and the Coun of Sacramento, the project
vouid :nable ;égni:ﬁcant population growth. big your
analysis consider the negative envi i

this growth wili contribgte to? Tonmental impacts that

By providing this additional antity of water
fto act will leag indirectly to 1ng:e§sedy§opu1atioﬂ ;2:uth
n both the EBMUD gervice territo: ¢+ Sacramento County, and,
if surplus water is sold to other urban users, additional
urban and suburban growth in those communities. The results
of this growth are well known and have been clearly .

Ind31-1
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The increased population growth will result ih. increased
air pollution in Northern California.’ This will exacerbate
the air gollution in the entire region. The entire region is
“nonattainment" for ozone. The additional water will enable
new growth te occur in the Bay Area, the Sacramento area, and
the San Joaquin valley (if water is supplied to this area as
a result of this project).

. Did your analysis consider any of these indirect
impacts, such as increased air pollution, loss of additional
farmland to urban growth, loss of habitat due to urban
growth, increased traffic congestion?

With regard to the "local® environmental impacts that
would result from both construction and operation of the
proposed project, did you consider the impacts to our
neighborhood gquality of life? One glant water treatment
glant on this scenic river is enough. No matter where you

ocate the intake for this project, it is an ugly sight. pid
you consider the energy and air follution impacts of
operating these giant motors dur ng the summer peak ozone

season?

Since Sacramento is classified as "severe" nonattainment
for ozone by the U.S. EPA, the region must attain the federal
standard by 2005. . Our largest problem is the nitrogen oxide
(NOx) emissions from heavy-duty diesel trucks and off-road
diesel engines. The region must find an additional five
(5) tons per day of NOx reductions beyond what the State
and Federal regulatory agencies must obtain. The exhaust
from the pump engines” running during peak ozone season will
further exacerbate our ozone problem. Did your analxsis
consider this? Note: the only way to minimize the em ssions
would be to use electric pumps; however, if the power were
provided by SMUD, there would still be additional air

ollution impacts from the production of the power locally,
£ iHUD's gas turbine power plants supply power to these
engines.

am also concerned about the potential risk of

. I
localized flooding in the event of a rupture of the pipeline

if it is located in the midtown or East Sacramento
neighborhoods. Wwhile 217 cfs is much smaller than the
potential flows that would result if we were to experience a
catastrophic failure of the American River Levee during a
winter rain storm, it is still possible that residences
located along C and Elvas Streets would experience water
danage and there might be a risk to persons as well. RNo
engineering structure can be designed to prevent all causes

. of failure, That is-wh¥ I do not believe it is a good idea
n

to locate the pipeline the populated area of the City.

Finally, I believe that the short-term impacts of the

Ind31-1

ind 31-2

find 313

find 31-4




project during construction have not been properlx addressed.
The residents of these neighborhoods are being asked to
endure a great deal of noise, air pollution from heavy trucks
and construction equipment, particulate pollution from the
dust and dirt, and a significant diminution of our guality of
life. There are no apparent advantages to the residents that
would mitigate these impacts. We were not allowed to vote on
this project. : .

. If you ask us, you will soon find that we do not approve
of the project. It is the result of a political compromise
that has been. negotiated among lawyers representing EBMUD,
the Ccity of Sacramento, and the environmental groups. As a
twenty year plus resident of this neighborhood, I was not
consulted about this project, the largest construction
projegtii: this neighborhood since the American River Levees
were bu . )

As an envitonnentallg—sensitive engineer, I would be
ashamed to be a part of the team of engineers who will be
asked to design this project. Some projects are worth the
cost and shougd be designed and built. This is definitely
not one of them. I recommend that you reconsider this
project, and expand the scope of the negotiations to involve.
the residents of this area before you offer alternatives as
detailed as the ones described in your DEIR/EIS.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please feel
free to contact me at the above address or phone me at m

Ind 31-5

office at (916) 322~6007. Please put me on the mailing list
to be kept informed about the project.

Sincerely,
'/ 1»7.’_'#\0‘6\
~James 1. Lerner, Ph.D.

cc: City Council Member Steve Cohn
County Supervisor Muriel Johnson
ESIA Presgdent Ccynthia Scanlon
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Response to Comments of James I. Lerner

Ind31-1, James 1. Lerner

Opposition to the project is noted. Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS evaluates the growth-related impacts of the project both
in the EBMUD service area and in the City and County of
Sacramento. The analysis covers many environmental resources,
including air quality, traffic, and loss of agricultural land and
native habitat. The updated WSMP EIR outlines the need for a
supplemental water supply to meet the needs of the EBMUD
service area during periods of drought and scheduled
maintenance of Pardee Dam. The WSMP EIR analyzes the growth
projections for the EBMUD service area in detail. The City of
Sacramento General Plan and the Sacramento County General
Plan assess the impacts of growth on their jurisdictions. There are
no plans to sell water to other urban areas at this time.

Ind31-2, James I. Lerner
See responses to Comment Form-1 and Form-2.

Ind31-3, James 1. Lerner

The pumps proposed for the intake facilities and pumping stations
will be electrically powered. No long-term impacts to air quality
are anticipated from the project following the construction phase.
Projected air emissions associated with the construction phase of
the project are presented in Table 13-4 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.
Appendix G in Volume II of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS provides the
assumptions and calculations used to create Table 13-4. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 are anticipated to create unavoidable short-
term significant impacts to air quality based on these calculations.
As stated in Chapter 13 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the emissions
calculations are based on worst-case analysis for each county. No
mitigations are available to reduce the short-term significant
impact in Sacramento County to less-than-significant levels for

ROG, NOx, and PMio. The project would be subject to Sacramento
Air Quality Management District's Rules concerning fugitive dust.
A Dust Suppression Plan would be implemented during
construction to assist in reducing PMy levels. Mitigation Measure
13-1 would be implemented during construction to reduce NOx
and ROG emissions.

Ind31-4, James I. Lerner

The pipeline design would be reviewed and approved by the City
and County of Sacramento. Water conveyance pipelines rarely
exhibit problems that result in large uncontrolled leaks. In
addition, the pipeline wouldbe designed to meet stringent seismic
standards. Safety measures for pressure release in the advent of a
rupture would be included in the design. EBMUD has operated
the Mokelumne Aqueducts since the 1920s with no major pipeline
failures related to design.

Ind31-5, James I. Lerner

See the response to the “Construction-Related Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in Chapter 3 of this
document.
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Response to Comments of Barry Lipsky

FII1111d32-1, Barry Lipsky
1232 Evelyn Ave. e Supplemental Water Supply Proj .
oject ob i
Berkeley, CA 94706-2318 page.2-1 of the 1997 Draft EII;{I;I}E,IS. %h - Ob]!ssgx‘i: f;':hlll‘l;eluded on
providing increased operational feasibility and reducing customer

28 Nov 97
- deficiencies. The project is not designed to facilitate growth
:':; B:x 2205;623 : Ind32-2, Barry Lipsky
akland, :
Alternative 3 would take delivery of water near the confluence of

the American River with the Sacramento River. The Supplemental

Water Supply Project would
the American Rivg: o not affect flows on the south fork of

pear Sirs,
I would like to comment on the Draft EIR/EIS for the
supplemental water supply project. The vHistory” section

glossed over some important points such as what went wrong?

Why is there a problem now? How could it been prevented?

The answer is new hockups. It was obvious after 1977 that

any more post-drought connections should be controlled.

That didn‘t happen. It didn‘t happen after the next
Ind32-1

much worse drought. And the situation isn't likely to change

With further growth one thing is certain - whether its

alternative 2 or 3 there will be more people in the EBMUD

service area who do not have adeguate water 50 years from

now than there are today.

gince things are going to worsen no matter what.my
Ind32-2

singular comment is: -Please save one of the most beautiful

streches of flat river in the state by tapping the American

down by the Sacramento river. The south fork is below 2000

cfs too much already. Its just not the same when its running

low.
) Sincerely,
EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-91
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SANDBERG & Lo Duca
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
e oA e s e R
February 13, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack L
Water Supply Improvements Division RECEIVED
EBMUD
MS#305 FEB 17 1998

P.O. Box 24055
Oakland, CA 94623

Mr. Cecil Lesley

Contracts Specialist

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Central California Area Office
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Re: EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS.

Dear Mr. Ladensack and Mr. Lesley:

i ie-Luise McKee, owners of
This office represents Lawrence H. and Marie-Luise ,
the McKee Ranch pr[:)perty, APN 136-0210-014—0_0(?0 and 136-0210-015-0000,
west of Clay Station Road and north of Twin Cm_es Road in .southea§tem
Sacramento County. One of the four alignments in Alternative 2, alignment

4, will significantly and adversely affect my clients’ property. Both for reasons -

i iti forth herein, we urge
tated in the Draft EIR/EIS and additionally as set f
ESGU;; an':i the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to reject frox:n further ‘
consideration alignment 4 in Alternative 2 as it is shown in the Draft

EIR/EIS.

Project Manager
letter dated November 25, 1997 from EBMUD roje r
Maria g\ ;oleis to Mr. McKee (copy enclosed), EBMUD had mdxcgted thatnltts
staff engineers have determined “it is feasible to re-route the alignment” to
avoid the McKee Ranch property, moving the alignment in the area in

question to the east side of Clay Station Road. We appreciate EBMUD's efforts}'

to relocate alignment 4 to avoid the McKee Ranch property. However, in the

absence of a formal decision by EBMUD to realign alignment 4 as shown in

i like to express formally our
the enclosed map from Ms. Solis, we would t
coicer:'ns with th}: current alignment 4 as shown in the draft EIR/EIS. .

WATEH SUPPLY IMPRUVEMENTS !

ind 33-1
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- property from construction of the pipeline on the west side of Clay Station

as detailed herein will not occur.

February 13, 1998
Page 2

My clients’ property was originally acquired by Mr. McKee's grandfather
via a US. land grant signed in 1867 by President Andrew Johnson. The
property has been farmed or grazed since that time by either members of Mr.
McKee's ancestors or by tenants of the property. The property continues to be
grazed under contract today.

Apart from its historical significance as a working ranch from the post
Gold Rush era, including location on the property of a cemetery where
members of Mr. McKee's family are buried, the property also contains
significant natural features, including riparian habitat along Laguna Creek,
magnificent oak trees and a significant eucalyptus tree stand at the property’s
northern border, near Clay Station Road.

Though Mr. McKee has discussed his concerns regarding alignment 4
with EBMUD officials prior to release of Draft EIR/EIR, the document did not
address those concerns, Among those concerns are the actual physical impact
on the McKee Ranch property from the 80 foot right of way and the additional
S0 feet of temporary right of way required for construction. (EIR/EIS, p. 2-11).
With alignment 4 running along the west side of Clay Station Road (EIR/EIS,
P- 2-9), and with the current right of way for Clay Station Road at Ind 33-2
approximately 40 feet, there will be an actual and significant physical impact
on my clients’ property, which impact the EIR/EIS fails to analyze. In
addition to the physical impacts on the use of a sizable portion of my clients’

which will be affected by alignment 4. Yet, again, the EIR/EIS s silent on this
impact. As such, the analysis of alignment 4 is incomplete and inadequate for
reliance tpon by either EBMUD or the Bureau relative to alignment 4 as
shown in the Draft EIR/EIS. Obviously, if EBMUD shifts alignment 4 to a
location east of Clay Station Road as shown in the enclosed map, the impacts

Even had the EIR/EIS property analyzed these impacts from alignment
4, the document’s own analysis points to alignment 4 as one of the least, if not Ind 33-3
the least, desirable alignment from an environmental perspéctive, over a
broad range of environmental impacts. For example, simply the length of
alignment 4, 32 miles, is the second longest of the four alignments under
Alternative 2 (EIR/EIS, Pp- 2-8, 2-9). Alignment 4 will involve crossings of




Cecil Lesley
February 13, 1998
Page3

Deer Creek, the Consumnes River, Dry Creek, the Mokelumne River, and

Bear Creek (EIR/EIS, p. 2-12). In terms of costs, alignment 4 has the second
highest cost, the second highest system capacity surcharge, and the second -
highest annual ratepayer costs. (EIR/EIS, p- 2-15)

More importantly, in terms of the impacts on plant communities and

habitats, alignment 4 ranked highest of Alternative 2’s alignments in terms of

the amount of annual grassiand effected, eucalyptus stand affected, blue
oak/live oak woodland affected, vernal pool acreage affected, and vernal
. swale affected, and second highest of the four alignments in terms of valley
oak woodland and willow riparian scrub (EIR/EIS, p-7-2, Table 7.1). Asto
total acreage of plant communities and habitats, alignment 4 affects the most
acreage (approximately 542.5 acres), when compared to alignment 1 (518.5
acres), alignment 2 (277 acres) and alignment 3 (326 acres). Moreover,
alignment 4 involves the potential loss of a special status plant population,
legenere (EIR/EIS, p. 7-17) as does alignment 2. Alignment 4 also potentially
involves impacts to the vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole
shrimp (EIR/EIS, Pp- 8-5, Table 8-1), and to western burrowing owls (EIR/EIS,
p- 8-7, Table 8-1).

In the area of agricultural resources, alignment 4 will involve the
second highest amount of acreage of the four alignments under Alternative 2
(EIR/EIS, Table 11-13). Furthermore, in the transportation area, alignment 4

is tied for the highest number of truck trips per hour (EIR/EIS, p. 12-5).

Most critical for consideration of the various alignments in Alternative
2 is the impact on air quality. Alignment 4 is tied with alignment 1 as the
highest, by far, of the amount of ROG, NOx and PM10 generated, in some
cases by a factor of over 100 percent (EIR/EIS, p- 13-10, Table 13-4).

Apart from these instances of the severity of alignment 4's impacts
relative to the three other alignments in Alternative 2, there are several areas
in the EIR/EIS where the analysis of impacts are either omitted or
incomplete. For example, in the area of public health and safety, the EIR/EIS
states that “[a] database has not yet been performed for ... Alignment 4 (north
of its connection with Alignment 2)...” (EIR/EIS, P- 15-1). In the cultural
resources section, no mention is made of the impacts to the McKee Ranch's

Ind 33-3

historical resources, as outlined above.

8-94

Cecul Lesley
February 13, 1998
Page 4

Conclusion

Without examining the comparative impacts and benefits of
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, we believe that one matter is clear from the
EIR/EIS: alignment 4 as it is shown in the Draft EIR/EIS has severe impacts
relative to the other Alternative 2 alignments, in most cases the most severe
impacts. In addition, the failure of the EIR/EIS to fully analyze the impacts of
alignment 4 on, among others, historic and cultural resources such as those
present on the McKee Ranch renders alignment 4 unavailable to the lead
agencies in making a decision on the proposed project. The modified route
for alignment 4 avoids the impacts discussed herein. On behalf of my clients,
I would formally request written confirmation from EBMUD that alignment
4 has been formally modified to move to the east side of Clay Station Road as
shown in the enclosed map, and that the former Alignment 4 in the area at

issue has been abandoned.

Ind 33-4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/EIS, and .

for the efforts of your staffs to address my clients’ concerns.
Very truly yours,
SANDBERG & LO DUC.

FL L.

Marcus J. L

MLD/tb
Enclosure
cc: Lawrence and Marie-Luise McKee, Jr.



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Marcus LoDuca

Ind33-1, Marcus LoDuca
As indicated in the last paragraph of the letter, Alignment 4 has
been moved to the east side of Clay Station Road.

Ind33-2, Marcus LoDuca

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS adequately evaluates resource impacts as a
result of construction and operation of project alternatives and
pipeline alignments associated with Alternatives 2 and 3. Many of
these impacts were evaluated at the county or regional level.
Effects on individual property owners were not evaluated.
However, information on resources at the individual property
level, combined with other property-level information, served as
the basis for the impact analysis.

Ind33-3, Marcus LoDuca

Once a preferred alternative has been established, final
engineering design will determine the precise pipeline route. The
comment letter correctly re-states the quantified impacts of
Alternative 2, Alignment 4 compared to other alignments. In
many cases, more resources would be affected under Alternative 4
because of its length and alignment.

Ind33-4, Marcus LoDuca
See response to Comment Ind33-1.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-95
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carol Manning
12552 Apricot Lane
Wilton, CA 95693

(916)687-6008

February 5, 1998

Mr. Rurt Ladensack
EBMUD

Ms #305

p.0. Box 24055

oakland, CA 94623-1055

Dear Mr. radensack:
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RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental water Supply Project
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RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Wwater Supply Project
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RE: EBMUD/USBR supplemental Water Supply Project

COSUMNES COMMUNITY PLANNING ADVISOURY Lwulwsiu

COSUMNES COMMUNITY PLANNING ADVISORY COUNCIL

packground: The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)
has plans to take water from the greater sacramento Area rivers

and transport it, for their use, to the Bay Area. One proposed
route for this water project comes through WILTON (Alternative
2, Alignment 4 runs parallel to the Folsom South Canal for

RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental water Supply Project

Background: The East Bay Municipal Utility pistrict (EBMUD)

approximately 17 miles). has plans to take water from the greater Sacramento Area rivers

Alternative 2, Alignment 4 should be deleted as a possible
consideration in this project. We object to the confiscation

of farmland and homesteads for the EBMUD/USBR supplemental Water
supply Project when the Folsom South Canal sits virtually unused.
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CHSUMKES Z0MET . NNING ADVISORY COUNCIL

RE: EBMUD/UEBR Suppiemental Water Supply Project o ' /;

sackground: Ths East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
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To:

COSUMNES COMMUNITY PLANNING ADVISORY COUNCIL

RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

Background: The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)
has plans to take water from the greater Sacramento Area rivers
and transport it, for their use, to the Bay Area, One proposed
route for this water project comes through WILTON {Alternative
2, Alignment 4 runs parallel to the Folsom South Canal for
approximately 17 miles).

Alternative 2, Alignment 4 should be deleted as a possible
consideration'in this project. We object to the confiscation

of farmland and homesteads for the EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water
Supply Project when the Folsom South Canal sits virtually unoged.
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To:

COSUMNES COMMUNITY PLANNING ADVISORY COUNCIL

RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

Background: The East Bay Municipal ytility District (EBMUD)
has plans to take water from the greater Sacramento Area rivers
and transport it, for their use, to the Bay Area. One proposed
route for this water project comes through WILTON (Alternative
2, Alignment 4 runs parallel to the Folsom South Canal for
approximately 17 miles).

Alternative 2, Alignment 4 should be deleted as a possible
consideration in this project. We object to the confiscation

of farmland and homesteads for the EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water
Supply Project when the Folsom South Canal sits virtually unused.
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Carol Manning

Ind34-1, Carol Manning
EBMUD's water service contract with Reclamation stipulates the

use of a turn-out near Grant Line Road as the diversion point on
the Folsom South Canal. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS includes two
pipeline alignments (1 and 4) that begin at the contract turn-out.
The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS also includes two pipeline alignments (2
and 3) that begin at the south end of the Folsom South Canal.
Taking delivery of water at the end of the Folsom South Canal may
require amending the water service contract with Reclamation. At
this time, no preferred alignment alternative has been selected.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of R. Mare

Ind35-1, R. Mare

EBMUD held five separate public hearings durmg the public
comment period. See the response to the “Kiefer Boulevard
Pipeline routing” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-105 Final EIR/EIS
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Gregory Mayer, Brown
Ind Stevens Elmore & Sparre

36

ET'KE?/\EIY\E Ind36-1, Gregory Mayer, Brown Stevens Elmore & Sparre
ELMORE \ The project is a necessary action for EBMUD to adequately prepare
&SPA-‘IE}E : ' January 2, 1998 for the future. The Purpose and Need section of the 1997 Draft
comman EIR/EIS describes the necessity for this project.

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD, MS #305

P.O. Box 24055

Oakland, California 94623-1055

RE: EBMUD AND USBR
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOR PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

First of all I would like to inform you that your public notice regarding the above captioned was
not mailed to my address at 691 Lilac Lane, Sacramento, California 95864. Please keep me

apprised of all future public notice issues regarding this subject. .

Secondly, the person that you originally mailed the public notice to received it on Wednesday,
December 31, 1997. It was post-marked December 30, 1997. While you had originally asked for
a January 5, 1998 response, I am under the impression that you have extended that day to
February 17, 1998 because of the above. Regarding the above-captioned issue, I am personally
opposed to what I have read so far. I.am under the impression that the Metropolitan Sacramento
area is currently sending water via an aqueduct canal to the Los Angeles area already. You may
be interested to know that water is also a scarce commodity in our area. There have been articles
in our local newspaper stating that Sacramento City and County are considering enacting a water
metering measure on all residences of the City and County.

L-9¢gpuj

Therefore, since any supplemental diversion of our current water supply would only work a
greater hardship on our community, I do not support what you are proposing.

Very truly yours,

)7/4%’1

Gregory . Mayer

GM:wk

cc: Cecil Lesley - USBR
Central California Area Office
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, California 95630

219w

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-107 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-108 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/FIS
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Ind37-1

Response to Comment of Vernell Moddison

Ind37-1, G. Vernell Moddisen
The preference for Alternative 2 is noted.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form
" Name: ”;_W‘ O/Je__ﬁ

Address, /73 % 3P s;—
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‘o comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS youcan: 1) Turnin
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladeénsack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Response to Comments of Tom O’Neil

Ind38-1, Tom O’Neil

A pipeline route within the American River Parkway to the north
of the river was considered as an alternative in the planning
process but was rejected due to the anticipated significant impacts
on biological resources. The alternative north of the river would
result in substantial impacts on sensitive species and wetland
habitat. In addition, access to the pipeline during high river flows
would be difficult, and preliminary geotechnical analysis indicated
that the geology within the Parkway complicated the engineering
design.

Ind38-2, Tom O'Neil

See response to Comments 15 and L16 (City of Sacramento) and
L21, 122, and 1.23 (County of Sacramento) regarding the City and
County of Sacramento’s comments. Both the City and the County
have expressed opposition to Alternative 2. The Hodge Decision
provides a “Physical Solution” developed over many years of
litigation. No further clarification of the “Physical Solution” is
necessary at this time.

Ind38-3, Tom O'Neil
Table 2-5 in Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIS/EIR contains

information on project costs. -
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Chris Parkes

17 Dickenson Dr.
Moraga, CA 94556
March 19, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD
P.O. Box 24055
M.S. 305

Oakland, CA 94623-1055%
Dear Mr. Ladensack,

Please include this letter as

: comments on the EIR/EI
the EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project. I havesafor
number of concerns about several sections in the DEIR/EIS

Some specific inadequacies in this report are:

CHAPTER 4: WATER QUALITY

1. Signifi;ancg C;iteria used to determine impact on EBMUD
:?;§ff?2:igty is :n;?equate. “The project will result in a
1 t impact if: -+. discharge of transported
?T:rxcan vae; water would substantially increage the
quency or duration of nuisance ta i
terminal reservoirs; ..." ste and odox in EBNUD

}noFganzc, rgdiologica}, volatile organic, and synthetic
f;ganzc ghemxcal constituents that are tested to evaluate
the quality ¢ our current drinking water are not evaluated

of degradation in EBMUD water i

C g ; quality. Short and long t
impacts on water quality resulting seasonally, from g temm
droughts, and frgm extended use are not evaluated. Water
0ualé;y d:qradatlon resulting from anticipated upstream
grow and increased use and discharges in i
River are not estimated. 259 fo the American

Mitlgation measures to address water ual ty
quali impact are t
no
evaluated.

CHAPTER 2: PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES UNDER
CONSIDERATION

1. Alternative 1: No Action is incorrectly described and
defined. This failing prevents this alternative from being
correctly evaluated in the DEIR. :

Under Alternative 1, the DEIR states “Growth within the
EBMUD service area would continue under this alternative,
resulting in potential effects on biological resources and
the human environment. Addressing this scenario allows a
complete comparison of the impacts of an EBMUD project at
the time EBMUD would be making use of its contractual water
supply.”

A project objective is “reduce customer deficiencies”.
Customer deficiencies have resulted from expansion of
customer deliveries beyond expansion of approved water
supply. The No Action Alternative in the DEIR excludes
consideration of limited growth. Many water and sewer
districts have implemented moratoriums in order to reduce
def:ciencies. This is not considered in Alternative 1.

CEQA requires that the DEIR evaluate this alternative
to determine whether it would avoid or substantially lessen

ind 39-1. the significant effects of the proposed project. CEQA
requires that cumulative growth impacts be evaluated. The
economic impacts of cumulative growth-related effects
. (traffic, pollution, health care) need to be compared to the
: economic impacts of restricting growth in customer
deliveries.

Some increased customer growth will result form
projects that require local EIRs. Some will not. Even when
local EIRs apply to new developments, property owners have
protected rights for development, and the small project may
independently not have a significant effect on the
environment. Therefore the DEIR cannot defer evaluation of
growth impacts to local entities. The DEIR is required to
evaluate the significant impacts based upon the project.
The impacts of Alternative 1 incorrectly stated that
customer growth would be allowed to exceed supply.

2. Pardee Reservoir Enlargement is missing from
consideration as a project alternative in the DEIR/EIS.

EBMUD’s “Special Water Report” sent to customers in 1997
states:

“A project level Draft Environmental Impact -
Report/Environmental Impact Statement of the EBMUD

Supplemental Water Supply Project will be available

8-113
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late this summer. Copies will be available for review
at EBMUD’s Administrative Center, 375 Eleventh Street
in downtown Oakland, and in public libraries.

“Other Options - EBMUD is simultaneously studying other
water supply options. One of these may be adopted if
the Sacramento project is not realized.”

“A Bigger Pardee Reservior: We are exploring the -
possibility of enlarging Pardee Reservoir, if a joint
project with Sacramento or groundwater storage in the
East Bay or in San Juaquin County should prove
unworkable. Enlarging Pardee Reservoir could allow us
to store 173,000 more acre-feet of Mokelumne water.
This is a “fall-back” alternative which EBMUD would
only pursue if the Sacramento project does not proceed
as planned.”

“Local Underground Storage: We are studying the
potential for storing American and Mokelumne water
underground in our own service area. The wells would
be deep enough to prevent mixing with surface water and
contaminants, allowing us to extract virtually the same
high-quality water we put in.”

CEQA requires that these alternatives be ‘evaluated to
determine whether they would avoid or substantially lessen
the significant effects of the proposed project. These
alternatives were not excluded by the Scoping Report.

sincerely

..:;/LV\/ é‘\/’

Chris Parkes

"
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Response to Comments of Chris Parkes

Ind39-1, Chris Parkes

The significance criteria used to determine impacts on water
quality and the scope of the water quality analysis are appropriate.
Inorganic, radiological, volatile organic, and synthetic organic
chemical constituents were not evaluated because of the relative
high quality of American River water. Additionally, this issue was
not raised during the scoping process by regulatory agencies such
as the California Department of Health Services and the California
State Water Resources Control Board. Mitigation measures were
not described because no significant impacts on water quality
were identified.

Ind39-2, Chris Parkes
Cumulative and growth-related impacts in the EBMUD service

area are addressed in Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. As
indicated in that chapter, water delivered to EBMUD as part of the
Supplemental Water Supply Project is not expected to result in
additional growth within the service area. Growth within the
service area would continue without the Supplemental Water
Supply Project, and EBMUD's existing available water supply
would adequately meet future demands in most years.

As stated on page 2-8 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD is
required by state law to provide water service to all areas within
its boundaries. As such, denying water service was not considered
as a method for reducing future demands. Additionally, EBMUD
has instituted water conservation and reclamation programs that
have saved substantial amounts of water. These programs are
described in Chapter 1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind39-3, Chris Parkes
The alternatives screening report (Appendix B of the 1997 Draft

EIR/EIS) describes a range of alternatives capable of meeting the

project objectives. An enlargement of Pardee Reservoir and a
conjunctive-use program with San Joaquin County were addressed
in the screening report, although neither project would meet the
basic project objectives.

During preparation of the 1993 WSMP, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency submitted a comment letter indicating that the
enlargement of Pardee Reservoir would result in significant
environmental impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United
States, requiring a Section 404 permit, and that the reservoir
enlargement project would not be the least environmentally
damaging alternative. The enlargement of Pardee Reservoir has
been evaluated as a water supply option and serves as a back-up
option should other EBMUD water supply alternatives prove
infeasible.

The alternatives screening report also addressed a conjunctive-use
program with San Joaquin County. Although this was the
preferred water supply option upon completion of the 1993
WSMP, a conjunctive-use program could not be implemented
because of institutional and regulatory problems described in the
screening report and 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. One of the primary
regulatory obstacles is the requirement for withdrawing stored
water during a dry year. Although many discussions on this topic
have occurred, multiple stakeholders continue to have divergent
opinions, and no mutually agreeable joint project proposal exists.
See also the REIR/SEIS.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-116 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comment of Jim and Ann Peck

Ind40-1, Jim and Ann Peck
See response to Comments SP24-1 and SP24-2 and Forms 1-1 and

1-2.

Jim & Ann Peck
4257 Winding Woods Way
Fair Oaks, CA 95628
965-4057

January 14, 1998

East Bay Municipal Utility District
MS#305

P.O.Box 24055

Oakiand, CA 94623-1055

Attn: Kurt Ladensack, Manager
Water Supply Imp. Div.

Re: Draft EIR/EIS  East Bay Municipal Utility District Joint Water Supply Project
Dear Mr. Ladensack:

I am concemed that you do not realize the recreational use of the areas you are
considering for the pumping station. Albeit seasonal, sites #1-4 on the American River
are used most of the spring, summer and fall for boaters to escape the noise and Ind40-1
congestion of the Sacramento River. While we do not have a boat ourselves, we have
enjoyed the area with friends and we continually see the boaters enjoying the beauty of
that part of the river from Highway S as we pass by.

Alterative #5 is the only agreeable option, ifthisisa necessity for you. Please
discard the other altematives as this would be an eyesore and impossible to blend into the
environment. Let’s try to keep some parts of our river fronts as nature gives them to us,
and build as far away as possible from the recreational areas. ’

Sincerely,

%ﬂ.—: /,,(%»«/&//
im & ’

Ann Peck

i inal EIR/EIS
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March 18, 1998

Kurt Ladensack v/

EBMUD, MS #305

P.O. Box 24055

QOakland, California 94623-1055

Cecil Lesley

USBR Central California Office
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, California 95630

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
("DEIR/EIS") - East Bay Municipal Utility District Supplemental Water
Supply Project (the "Project")

Gentlemen:

This firm represents Blue Diamond Growers ("Blue Diamond”). Blue
Diamond conducts food processing operations and maintains its corporate
headquarters on a site bounded by the American River, D Street, 16th Street
and 23rd Street in the City of Sacramento. Blue Diamond believes that its
property, its food processing operations and its other business activities may
be impacted by the Project. Accordingly, on behalf of Blue Diamond, we offer
the following comments on the DEIR/EIS.

Blue Diamond does not wish fo express a preference among the three
alternative projects considered by the DEIR/EIS. However, having reviewed
the document and having discussed the Project with engineers and other
consultants representing the Lead Agencies, Blue Diamond believes that
Alternative 3 could have substantial impacts on the Company, its employees
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Kurt Ladensack/EBMUD
Cecil Lesley/USBR
March 18, 1998

Page 2

and its member-growers if the pipeline alignment is sited along C Street. As
is discussed below, Intake Location 5 presents significant concerns to Blue
Diamond in addition to the C Street issues which are common to the five
proposed intake locations.

Our comments are focused on the potential effects of the project upon
Blue Diamond’s operations and its property value. However, as a major
economic contributor and an important stakeholder in the Alkali Flat and
Richards Boulevard sections of Sacramento, Blue Diamond also has concerns

about the potential impacts of the Project upon its residential and commercial

neighbors.

Blue Diamond understands, through discussions with Kennedy/Jinks

Engineering, that the pipeline for Intake Location 5 may be installed along the

eastern boundary of its property, from the American River levee to C Street.
We view the DEIR/EIS description of this possible pipeline alignment as
lacking sufficient precision. The document does not inform Blue Diamond,
other nearby landowners, public agency decision-makers, or the general
public of the exact location of the intake or the pipeline. Further, the
document does not clearly describe the construction methods to be used for
the pipeline, the potential impact on Blue Diamond operations, the impact
on potential future use of Blue Diamond's property, or other potential
impacts which may stem from decisions regarding pipeline location and
construction methodology. In particular, the DEIR/EIS lacks detail regarding
the potential short term impacts related to trenching and tunneling, and the
long term impacts of a very large above ground pipe.

We believe that some of these concerns would be addressed--and that
the DEIR/EIS would be substantially improved--by the inclusion of an
additional alternative intake location to the east of the current Intake
Location 5.

Blue Diamond is concerned that the potential impact on its operations
of trenching along C Street has not been fully considered. Blue Diamond
pursues extraordinary measures to assure the cleanliness of its food
processing operations and the purity of its products. As is clearly recognized
in the DEIR/EIS, construction of a very large diameter pipeline along C Street
will produce vehicle emissions, dust, other particulates, and possibly other

ind 41-1

Ind41-2

Ind41-3




Kurt Ladensack/EBMUD
Cecil Lesley/USBR
March 18, 1998

Page 3

airborne contamination. The duration and intensity of construction in the
vicinity of the Blue Diamond food processing operations should be more
fully described and analyzed, given the sensitive nature of those operations.

Blue Diamond would be interested, as well, in an analysis of the

potential effects on adjacent structures of vibration and/ or subsidence Ind41-4

stemming from trenching or tunneling activities of the magnitude necessary
to install an 8-foot diameter pipe. The potential impact on the historic Blue
Diamond Building is of particular concern.

The DEIR/EIS concludes that the integrity of the river levees crossed by

the pipeline will not be compromised by construction activities. This Ind41-5

conclusion is based on the assumption that the project will be conditioned in
a manner that prevents such adverse impacts. However, absent a clear and
precise description of the location of the pipeline relative to the levees, and of
the proposed method of construction, reviewers of the document cannot be
sure that that objective will be achieved. Blue Diamond believes that Intake
Alternative 5 and other Intake Alternatives should be analyzed individually
with respect to this issue after precise location and construction methodology
are specified.

We believe that the Land Use Section of the DEIR/EIS does a very good Ind 41-6

job in general of analyzing the Project Alternatives. However, the discussion
and analysis of the intake location and pipeline alignments under Project
Alternative 3 lack detail. Further, this section omits mention of the approved
and on-going Blue Diamond redevelopment project and the potential
development of currently vacant portions of the Blue Diamond site. This
current and potential future development activity is described in Blue
Diamond’s Development Agreement with the City of Sacramento, its
Disposition and Development Agreement with the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency, and accompanying environmental review
documents. Given Blue Diamond's present and potential future
development activities on this site—~ all of which could be adversely affected
by the proposed intake and pipeline-we would disagree with the document's
conclusion that potential Project land use impacts in the vicinity of the Blue
Diamond site are less than significant. . .
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On behalf of Blue Diamond Growers, we would like to compliment the
Lead Agencies, their staffs, and their consultants on a generally thorough and
informative document. We also express our appreciation to representatives
of Jones & Stokes, Kennedy /Jinks and the City of Sacramento for their
willingness to discuss the Project and the DEIR/EIS with Blue Diamond
representatives.

Very truly yours, )

o D
e T T LT

Edward J. nn, Jr.

EJQ:jih
cc Ray Linzy

City of Sacramento (Joe Robinson)
County of Sacramento (Paul Hahn)



Response to Comments of Edward J. Quinn, Legal
Counsel to Blue Diamond Growers

Ind41-1, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond
Growers

Final design for the pipeline alignment would be completed
following the designation of a preferred alternative. The 1997
Draft EIR/EIS discusses construction methods in Chapter 2 to the
extent feasible at this stage in design. The pipeline under
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be installed below grade where
possible, including the segment for intake Site 5 along the 23rd
Street alignment. Land use restrictions within the easements
would resemble standard utility easements, include building and
excavation restrictions. The property surface would be returned to
its pre-construction condition.

Ind41-2, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond
Growers

Intake Site 5 was chosen due to the water depth at the site and
because the site is mutually agreeable to EBMUD, the City, and the
County. Sites upstream of Site 5, although technically feasible, are
not agreeable to all parties.

Ind41-3, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond
Growers

Projected air emissions associated with the construction phase of
the project are presented in Table 13-4 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.
Appendix G in Volume II of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS provides the
assumptions and calculations used to create Table 13-4. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 are anticipated to create unavoidable short-
term significant impacts on air quality based on these calculations.
As stated in Chapter 13 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the emissions
calculations are based on worst-case analysis for each county. The
project would be subject to Sacramento Air Quality Management

Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

District's Rules concerning fugitive dust. A Dust Suppression Plan
would be implemented during construction to assist in reducing
PMjolevels. Mitigation Measure 13-1 would be implemented
during construction to reduce NOx and ROG emissions. No long-
term impacts on air quality are anticipated from the project
following the construction phase.

Ind41-4, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond
Growers

See the response to the “Construction-Related Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in Chapter 3 of this
document. The railroad lines near the property border suggest
that ground vibrations in the area are common. In addition, truck
routes exist within the Richards Boulevard area. However, the
construction plan would analyze the potential for vibration
impacts to specific structures along the pipeline route. The
construction plan would be developed and approved by the City
and County of Sacramento in coordination with EBMUD.

Ind41-5, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond

Growers

Page 9-6 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS discusses impacts on the flood
control levees. A levee encroachment permit would be issued by
the State Board of Reclamation. This permit requires that
construction methods be employed to maintain the integrity of the
levees. Final design of the pipeline, including the levee-crossing
segment, would be completed following the designation of a
preferred alternative.

Ind41-6, Edward J. Quinn, Jr., Legal Counsel to Blue Diamond
Growers

The precise route under Alternative 3 for the pipeline from the
intake structure to Fairbairn Pumping Plant would be established
in such a way as to minimize impacts on area residents and
businesses. EBMUD will continue working with concerned area

3
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residents and businesses to reduce impacts. It may be possible to
alter the pipeline route slightly to accommodate area residents and
businesses. See the response to the “Construction-Related
Environmental Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document. EBMUD will respect existing City of
Sacramento development agreements with regard to acquisition of
easements.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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TIMOTHY J. REINARTS
12394 Clay Station Road
Herald, California 95638

February 4, 1998

EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Post Office Box 24055, MS 305
Oakland, California 94623-1055

Autn: Kurt Ladensack

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

Please consider this my comments on the Environmental Impact Report.

The section concerning vegetation is inadequate. The survey is flawed, incomplete, and ind 42 -4

dated. The wetland section, 7-16, is also inadequate. The section does not take into
consideration the extensive studies and litigation going on at the Borden and Clay Station
Road area owned by a grape farmer. This was a subject of massive amounts of litigation and
‘grint media coverage in the major Sacramento newspaper in April of 1997, The EPA has
rought suit against the land owner for deep discing his property indicating that irreparable
environmental harm will be done to wetlands, vernal pools an?ground water. As your
trenches are going to be running on the border of this property, it seems to be a significant
omission that this situation is not recounted and addressed in your studies. Further, the

EBMUD-USBR" Supplemental Water Supply Project
February 4, 1998
page 2

The alteration of traffic patterns has been ill-considered and has not been studied at all. Again, flnd 42 -4
as I mentioned at public hearings there have been three life flight rescues over the last 18
months at the Clay Station Road and Twin Cities intersections. This can be verified by
contacting the Northern California branch of Caltrans in Woodland. Speak to Mr. Brown. I
also requested that the individual from the firm that you consulted to £aft this report
research that. On the record, he said that he would.

In short, the house on the South West corner of the Clay Station at Twin Cities Road
intersection is a visual barrier. Particularly with the vegetation in the front. For the period of
time that you will have Clay Station Road under construction, North of Borden Road, that is
going to significantly alter traffic and force residents to drive through that hazardous
intersection. It must be improved, or people will die.

This danger will be exacerbated during the winter months when the fog comes and
will be again elevated during the summer months when the teenage traffic to Rancho Seco
Park increases.

Damage to the local roads being left to the local government response is unacceptable.
Clay Station Road is a high maintenance road and it is unfair to burden the County with what
wil{ultimately be a great increase in the degradation of the roadand road bed. The
identification of Clay Station Road as not a high traffic road is also inaccurate, While I will -
not pretend to compare flow of traffic to a main urban artery, most of the traffic along this
ma&J are pickup trucks and other commercial trucks and farm equipment the gross vehicle
v;'leigh:’;fthe traffic passing through here is high thus causing a greater amount of erosion of
the road.

mitigation in this matter are also inadequately address . . .
: : The visual and aesthetic aspects of the plan pumping area has been portrayed as ind42 -5
The ground water section addressing r echarging is also inadequate, Claiming that this jInd 42 -2 "sensitivity could be high" 16-2. You could not be more correct on this and we have been
is a local progg‘l;m isan inadequate matter of redress. As we rel upon well water and your ' informed about various tyﬂcs of under earth facilities and a large berm, or other facilities that
( would laok like a barn or hay storage area. However, this is not addressed in the plan and as

trenching next to our properties will affect ground water pecufation to some degree leaves us
with a feeling that there is no concern for my residence, business or livestock. T%:ere is no |
provision for me to have access to the water being pumped underneath my property in the
event of need. I think that a provision of access should be addressed and it is extremely short I
sighted that this was not addressed. -

Fﬁrther, 1 spectﬁalltg' raised the issue of fire hydrants being placed along Clay Station Ind 42 -3

Road at public forum and that has also not been addressed. The no significant impacts is
grossly misplaced. I am sure that you are now aware of the California State Water Report
which was published on January 29, 1998 which indicated that there were going to be
significant short falls in both surface and Eround water in the South County area. As my
residence falls in that category, I would like access to use some of the water being pumped
under my pr« perty.

The transportation section in this matter is the ultimate in administrative arrogance.

such it is insufficient. Sensitivity is hiih and could reach the level of outrage should some
monstrosity be plopped into the area like a cow pie.

Finally, noise levels have been promised in 86-87 decibels equivalent to "a refrigerator Ind 42 -6
running”. I know from personal knowledge that these electric umps, particularly the one at |11V
Folsom dre loud as hell. It takes a lot of insulation and sound £adcning to appropriately
muffle or diffuse or and absorb the noise. Further, I am concerned about vibrations in the
ground which my livestock may be sensitive to. This was not addressed in the environmental
tmpact report in any meaningful fashion.

In' summary, I have no major objections to putting a water pipe through my
community. However, I ask that you give something back to the community in the form of
fire protection and access to the water only to the area affected by the construction. This
should amount to no significant extra expenditures.

I also ask that you not make my commute a death trap while the project is underway.



EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
February 4, 1998
page 3

Finally, I ask that you return my community to the same or better state that it was prior to

the project being initiated. Namely, we can’t see it or know that jts there while its operating.

East Bay Municipal Utility District is a large operation with qualified engineers and I
am sure that none of the items that I have addressed would cause any significant hardship on
the plans of East Bay Municipal Utility District or its engineers to resolve.

Very truly yours, ,

7
//Z i

/S
Timofh—)ﬁimrts

TJR/kmp

ebmud.
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Response to Comments of Timothy J. Reinarts

Ind42-1, Timothy J. Reinarts

Impacts on vernal pools and wetlands under Alternatives 2 and 3
are outlined in Chapter 7 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Mitigation
Measures 7-1a, 7-1b, and 7-1c have been developed to reduce these
impacts. These measures provide for the reduction of construction
impacts on surrounding sensitive habitats outside the construction
zone and the restoration of the construction zone to pre-
construction conditions.

Acreages of vernal pools and wetlands that would be affected by
the project are indicated in Table 7-1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.
Acreage estimates were based on the best available data. Land
owners and federal resource agencies have informed EBMUD of

the litigation.

Ind42-2, Timothy J. Reinarts

The Physical Solution provided by the Hodge Decision explicitly
forbids supplying the water accessed under EBMUD's water
service contract with Reclamation to users outside the EBMUD
service area. See the response to the “San Joaquin County
Conjunctive Storage” major issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind42-3, Timothy J. Reinarts
The Herald Fire Department would be consulted to determine if

this is feasible.

Ind42-4, Timothy J. Reinarts

Impacts on existing traffic conditions during the construction
phase of the project would be managed through the Traffic
Control Plan outlined in Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. The
Traffic Control Plan would address issues such as the intersection
of Clay Station Road and Twin Cities Road. Based on the final
alignment of the pipeline, the construction contractor may be

required to install warning devices at and near the intersection of
the two roads as well as ensure that at least one travel lane of Clay
Station Road remains open to reduce the additional traffic at the
intersection during pipeline construction. However, concerns
regarding the intersection of Clay Station Road and Twin Cities
Road (SR 104) are noted and would be specifically addressed in
the Traffic Control Plan. Possible site-specific measures could
include signs, flagmen, and temporary barriers to slow traffic in
the vicinity of the intersection. The County and Caltrans would be
consulted to ensure that existing safety conditions are not
exacerbated during construction.

The Roadway Surface Repair Plan discussed on page 12-6 of the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS would be implemented to repair road
degradation resulting from the construction phase. See the
response to the “Construction-Related Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in Chapter 3 of this
document. Each of these plans would be reviewed through the
County’s Improvement Plan Process.

Ind42-5, Timothy J. Reinarts

EBMUD is reviewing the potential locations for the pumping plant
on the Folsom South Canal under Alternatives 2 and 3 to minimize
sight lines from local residences. The final design and
architectural treatment of the pumping plant would be subject to
review and approval by Sacramento and San Joaquin Counties, as
stated on page 16-8 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. The local
community would also be involved during this process, which will
occur during final engineering design.

Ind42-6, Timothy J. Reinarts

Noise impacts resulting from the operation of the pumping plant
under Alternatives 2 and 3 for the Folsom South Canal Connection
are discussed in Chapter 14 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Noise
ordinances for the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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San Joaquin County specify allowable noise levels to ensure that
long-term noise generated by a specific source is compatible with
adjacent land uses. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS uses these ordinances
to assign a maximum acceptable exterior noise level of 60 dBA Ldn
(day-night average sound level) for noise-sensitive land use areas.
Noise level studies referenced in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS indicate
an anticipated noise level of 45 dBA for the operations-related
noise generated by the pumping plant when noise-reduction
enclosures were employed. This level is adequately below local
ordinance standards to be a less-than-significant impact.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-126 Final EIR/EIS



9033 Rosewood Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826
March 17, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

Water Supply Improvements Division
East Bay Municipal Utility District
MS #305

P.O. Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94623

Subject: East Bay Mumclpal Utility District Supplemental W
2 ater Project—-
Draft B:vimnmennl Impact Report/ Draft Enﬁommm ézttemem

Dear Mr. Ladensack,

Supply, involves withdrawal of contractual water from the lower American Ri ;
confluence with the Sacramento River. This proi ternati mmmver —
pipeline to convey the water from the intake opl:° the"ect A‘x::crmnv;xm“:t::m to themll?mbairno'“'
Water Treatment Plant and then to the Folsom South Canal. With respect to the
cnvironmental issues associated with the lower American River, I believe this alternati
would have less overall environmental impact than Alternative 3~Folsom South Gorn|
C?mection, which would withdraw the contractual water at Nimbus Dam. The purpose of
;h:s letter is to address two of the issues that will affect my community of ‘Rosemont in °o

cr.
impl::::::d ('Zounly, as well a5 a larger area of the County near Rosemont, if Alternative 3 is

According to the Draft EIR, construction of the pipeline will result in
el u {
traffic patterns and circulation from trenching in Kiefer Boulevard 'mr?pﬂ?enkri::::tl oner
tt;.!lommllmuy (pp. 12-6 10 12-7). A Traffic Control Plan reportedly has been incorporated into
¢ project to minimize adverse effects on traffic. i i
Bl dect fo m This plan was not available with the Draft

Kiefer Boulevard is the main arterial through (not "near”) Rosemont, co; i venue
and Bradshaw. Many Rosemont businesses are located along thiz secuo::efc ;inesfe“r, :ct:u?evud
as are many residences. Furthermore, Kiefer Boulevard carries commuter traffic to major )
employers such as the County of Sacramento Branch Center on Bradshaw, and hea mJ:::k
n'aﬂi.c fo and from the Branch Center and area businesses, Construction cieuils in vd:'e Draft
EIR indicate that the construction zone width of more than 100 feet would completely close
sections of Kiefer Boulevard during construction. Closure of Kiefer Boulevard anywhere

Ind43-1
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" be restricted and rerouted. Our local businesses cannot afford the negative economic impactsll

- traffic are significant and should be addressed by the EIR.

* requirements specificd in the Draft EIR, the Traffic Control Plan for the project should

Mr. Kurt Ladensack
March 17, 1998
Page 2

between Watt Avenue and Mayhew will significantly impact traffic circulation in our
neighborhood. At an assumed pipeline installation rate of 150 feet per construction day,
construction along this 3 to 4 mile section of Kiefer Boulevard will take more than 130 days
over a period of more than 6 months (p. 2-23, and Figuses 2-6a and 2-6b, Draft EIR).

My neighbors and I believe this disruption of traffic circulation and patterns to be a
significant, although "temporary”, impact to the Ros¢mont community. Local travel to and
from residences and businesses along Kiefer, as well as travel into and out of Rosemont will

resulting from the nature and duration of this project unless appropriate mitigation measures
arc implemented. In secking alternative routes, local and commuter traffic will detour throug|
our neighborhoods on streets never intended to carry the increased volume. Our quiet,
pedestrian community will be negatively impacted by the physical hazards associated with
increased traffic, and increased noise and air pollution. Therefore, the impacts associated.wiuT

Specific mitigation measures should be described in the EIR. In addition to the general

address specific impacts to each neighborhood along the pipeline alignment. I recommend the
following as a minimum in addressing impacts to the Rosemont community: '

Coordinate with the Rosemont Community Association (RCA) and local businesses in
planning alternative transportation routes, access to businesses, and hours of
construction activities. Detours for through traffic into residential areas should be
prohibited, including diverting traffic onto wider carvier streets (e.g., South Port,
Thornhill, Rosemont, Huntsman, Caldera) or frontage roads. "Informal” detours by
local residents onto narrower residential streets (e.g. Rosewood, Trujillo) also should

be discouraged.

Directly notify by mail all residents and businesses along the construction route of the
project and construction schedule. Through coordination with RCA, or by preferred

means such as direct notice (postcard or newsletter), notify the Rosemont community of|
the construction schedule and proposed alternative transportation routes. Notify local
employers, particularly the County of Sacramento Branch Center and California State
Franchise Tax Board, regarding the construction schedule and alternative transportation

routes.

Consider construction schedules which would avoid activities in and pear residential
areas when air pollution impacts from increased traffic and altered traffic patterns
would be at the greatest (e.g., June through October).




Mr. Kurt Ladensack
March 17, 1998
Page 3

- Avoid scheduling construction when it may coincide with construction activities
associated with the proposed widening of the Watt Avenue bridge over the American
River.

According to the Draft EIR, impacts associated with the Alternative 3 pipéline to *Proposed or h'"d 43-2

Plansied Projects in the City or County of Sacramento® (pp. 10-17 to 10-18), and to "Local
Plans and Policies” (pp. 10-18 to 10-19) would be less than significant. Roadway
improvements and construction of Kiefer Boulevard from Bradshaw eastward to Eaglés
Nest Road will have major environmental impacts! To my knowledge, plans by the County
of Sacramento to improve and construct this section of Kicfer Boulevard have notbeen .
evaluated in an environmental impact report. If the County plans these improvements as part
of the Joint Water Supply Project, the associated environmental impacts must be addressed in
the Draft EIR for the EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project. Since the extension of
Kiefer Boulevard eastward will open a very large area to development, all environmentat

mmmmmmmm as well as pipeline and roadway construction,
must be addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. I look forward to your
responses. .

Sincerely,
Barbara Renzi
Rosemont Resident
cc:  Mr. Michael Gallagher, President
Rosemont Community Associnﬁon‘ .

Mr. Doa Nottoli, Supervisor, District 5
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
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Response to Comments of Barbara Renzi

Ind43-1, Barbara Renzi

See responses to “Construction-Related Environmental
Commitments and Mitigation” and “Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline
Routing” major issues in Chapter 3 of this document. EBMUD,
Reclamation, the County, and the City recognize the importance of
Kiefer Boulevard to the Rosemont community. Since publication
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, additional engineering work has been
conducted. It has been determined that at least two lanes of traffic
can remain in service during nearly all of the construction period.
EBMUD and the County would work closely with the Rosemont
community, should Alternative 3 be selected, to minimize traffic
disruption effects. The specific measures outlined in this comment
are within the framework of possible actions to reduce disruption
impacts and would be considered during the final design process
and during additional public outreach, should Alternative 3 be
selected.

Ind43-2, Barbara Renzi

The County of Sacramento has proposed plans to improve Kiefer
Boulevard between Happy Lane and Eagle’s Nest Road, as shown
in Table 10-1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Environmental impacts
associated with this improvement project, including growth
effects, would be addressed in project-specific environmental
evaluations prepared by the County.
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Response to Comments of Walter Rivers

Ind44-1, Walter Rivers

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS includes a discussion of impacts of
Alternatives 2 and 3 on Bay-Delta resources, including water
supply (Chapter 3), water quality (Chapter 4), and fisheries
(Chapter 5). A discussion of growth-inducing effects is included
in Chapter 18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind44-2, Walter Rivers

Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS outlines the project
description with regard to water delivery schedules. As indicated
beginning on page 1-2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, the purpose of
the Supplemental Water Supply Project is to provide EBMUD with
a supplemental water supply to reduce existing and future
customer deficiencies to manageable levels during drought
conditions and to provide an alternative water supply in case of
planned or unplanned outages at EBMUD’s Mokelumne River
diversion facilities. FERC has approved the Mokelumne River
Settlement Agreement. The agreement provides for annual
releases to the Mokelumne River from Camanche Reservoir based
on water-year type.

EBMUD has undergone an extensive program as part of the Lower
Mokelumne River Management Plan process to identify
downstream needs and available supplies. As part of that effort,
various options and alternatives were fully explored. The Lower
Mokelumne River Management Plan has been adopted by the
EBMUD Board of Directors and serves as input to the
Supplemental Water Supply Project process.

Ind44-3, Walter Rivers

EBMUD has aggressively pursued urban water conservation
practices. The Updated WSMP EIR completed in 1993 describes
these practices and EBMUD's long-term conservation strategies.

However, detailed analysis of urban water conservation is outside
the scope of the Supplemental Water Supply Project. The project
alternatives for this document include the installation of a
pipeline, the diverting of water, and the modification of the water
service contract with Reclamation. Other EBMUD policies and
procedures, including water pricing, are not necessarily included
within the analysis of this document.

Ind44-4, Walter Rivers
See response to “Relationship to CALFED” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document.
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J.A. Savage SEISIEIEISISISEISISNSIENIEIN

3006 Sheffield Ave. » Oakiand, CA 84802-1545 » e-mall: honesi@compuserve.com ¢
Telephone (510) 534-8108 « Fax (510) 534-8105

February 2, 1998

Kurt Ladensack’
EBMUD

MS #305

P.O. Box 24055
Oskland, CA 94630

. Re: Environmental Impact Statement, No Project Alternative

Dear East Bay Municipal Utilities District Board and Staff:

1 vote not project at all. It would be foolish to pursue either building strategy under the
supposition that increased development and drought beg such & waste of money with such
énvironmental consequences. .

There is no reason not to kick back for a couple years while enormous rainfalls fill your
existing reservoirs. Meanwhile, EBMUD should conceatrate on curbing wasteful
development and making efficiency a priority, not only for your users, but for the agency
jtself. Over the years, I've figured out (and its been confirmed by your stoff) that the.
agency wastes far more than us little folks can ever conserve.

All EIRs and EISs have a "no project” alternative. It was disingenuous for whomever
prepared the analysis to forget to add that very important option until page four and then
to only address it in the most cursory way, not explaining environmental and economic
benefits of doing nothing. Your whole public EIR/EIS is geared toward forcing the public
to choose between two poor environmental choices iristead of openly providing the *no
project” choice up front. As such it is an incomplete EIR/EIS. Organizations have been
successfully sued on far less than that.

(more)

ind45-1

R

|93

page2 J.A. Savage
In a related issue—~if the idea of building more dams is to provide more water, the
emphasis should instead be focused on conservation of curtent assets. Your fate structure
encourages waste. That could use much fine tuning. For instance, | have to pay over $30
per month for my paltry consumption of less than 100 gallons/day. The commodity part of
the bill is only about one-fifth that amount, so if I wasted water, it would make little
difference as most of the charges are not set on consumption, but flat fees for services.
And, I don' live in some high-rise apartment, where conservation is easy. I have a big
m a vegetable garden. I have to pay for sewage service, even for the water sent to
en.

Cordiall

Ms. J.A Savage
cc: Phil Williams, Phil Williams & Associates
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Response to Comment of J.A.Savage

Ind45-1, J.A. Savage

EBMUD considers the supplemental water supply project essential
to meeting future dry-year water demand. The forecasted future
demand in the EBMUD service area is the same with or without
the supplemental water supply project. EBMUD has the
responsibility to plan for the future. The Updated WSMP EIR
analyzed numerous potential projects to reduce the need for
additional water, including substantial reclamation and
conservation programs, and EBMUD has instituted effective
reclamation and conservation strategies.

The no action alternative is analyzed throughout the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS along with the two action alternatives. Rate structures
are discussed within the Updated WSMP but are not a part of the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Dr. David L. Schneider

- 0
“&§2~ DR DAVID L. SCHNEIDER Ind46-1, Dr. David L Schneider
ogp ?ZTO(M%TSi / The 1997 Draft EIR/ EIS adequately addresses impacts on the Delta
ph./fax (510, 6733 A tiq - .
: ' 120D and growth within the EBMUD service area.
1730 LEARST AVENLE
BERKELEY. CA Q4703 Ind46-2, Dr. David L Schneider
As a CVP contractor, EBMUD is committed to participating in the
;3(4 n p ¢ AoE~S I CALFED process.
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"o comment otf the EB BR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIS you can: 1) Turn in Toromment on the SBR Supplemental w“e, Supply oj can: |
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt 8141 yommmtfomdunnswday's meeting; 2) Mail your written commmtsboBBMUD al K
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oaldand CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement af December W

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input. ' public meetings. The deadline for submitting mmments is January 5, 1998. you for your input
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Response to Comment of Lyvonne Sewell

Ind47-1, Lyvenne Sewell

At this time, the technology for desalination of sea water has not
advanced far enough to be an economically viable solution in
supplying water to meet California water quality standards.
EBMUD continues to promote aggressive water conservation
practices within its service area and assumes a reduction in water
use of 25% during drought years. EBMUD will work closely with
appropriate agencies to ensure that damage to streets and
sidewalks that occur during project construction is repaired.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-143 Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-144 Final EIR/FIS



. Carl Seymour
3116 C Street
Sacramento, CA. 95816
(016} 444-9164

March 19, 1998

Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD m.s. #305

PO Box 24055

Oakland, CA. 94623-1055

RE: EBMUD/USBR SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Dear Mr. Ladensack,

The proposed routing of the pipeline portion of this project down C Street will cause irreparable
harm to our neighborhood as well as introducing unnecessary hazards, and must be reconsidered.
A much better alternative would be run the pipeline on the north side of the railroad berm, or
even between the Ievees of the American River.

The pipeline route should be moved north of railroad berm or between the river levees to:
(1)  Preserve neighborhood landscape trees that have taken 75 years to develop;

(2)  Reduce construction costs by avoiding sub-street utilities, and repaving following
excavation;

(3)  Avoid impact on neighborhoods;
(4 Avoid potential catastrophe, should the pipeline ever rupture.

The trees on my street are estimated to be 75 years old, and represent a heritage from previous
generations. In a street of undistinguished houses, they are our primary asset, and contribute
materially to property values (for example, I bought a home in this neighborhood just because
of the trees). Arborists tell us that the only way to ensure the continued health of a large tree
when excavation js necessary is to dig outside the dripline. The proposed pipeline will not only
be well within the dripline, it will be close to the trunks. It is very likely that these trees will
sicken and die following the pipeline installation, or even have to be removed in advance of it.

Within the river parkway, periodic flooding completely rearranges the landscape every few years
anyway - knocking down trees, uprooting brush, etc. There is no permanent landscape that
people have toiled for years to nourish, and few (or no) heritage trees.

On the other side of the railroad berm and/or within the river parkway, there are no residences
to be disturbed by construction. Construction there will have no impact on lives or property
values. o

nd 48-1

ind48-2
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Kurt Ladensack, EBMUD from Carl Seymour Page 2
re; EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

It makes no sense to put the pipeline down a residential street when undeveloped property is so
close. Surely there are also many fewer utility connections, and areas north of the railroad berm
or within the river parkway would not have to be repaved.

In considering placing the pipeline down C Street, one must also consider the possibility of al
catastrophic rupture of the pipe, e.g. in the event of earthquake, pump malfunction, blockage
at some point along the line, or any of the many other unplanned problems that could occur.
On the other side of the railroad berm, there are no residences which could be flooded, or
peaple living who could be hurt or killed by flooding. Within the parkway, any flooding would
simply return the water directly to the river! Given the size and capacity of the pipe, it does not
make sense to locate it in a residential area except as a List resort. .

Finally, from reviewing the diagrams submitted, I do not see how the pipeline can be built on
C street without ruining front yards and dramatically disrupting our lives. While lawn and
shrubs can be replaced, our big trees cannot. The proposed hours of work will deprive my
growing daughter of much needed sleep, which can never be replaced.

In summary, it is my fervent hope that you will move the pipeline route off of C Street wherever
. possible.

Thank you very much for your attention to my letter and concerns. I realize that you have many
issues to consider, and appreciate your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Card ":@é%?' e

Carl Seymour

cc:  Steve Cohn, City Councilmember

nd'48-3
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Response to Comments of Carl Seymour

Ind48-1, Carl Seymour
See the response to the “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue in

Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind48-2, Carl Seymour

The pipeline design would be reviewed and approved by the City
and County of Sacramento utility departments should Alternative
3 be selected. Water conveyors rarely exhibit problems that result
in large uncontrolled leaks. In addition, the pipeline would be
designed to meet stringent seismic standards. Safety measures for
pressure release in the advent of a rupture would be included in
the design.

Ind48-3, Carl Seymour

An alignment within the American River Parkway was eliminated
from detailed consideration in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS because of
potential significant environmental impacts and lack of access
during periods of high river flows in the American River.
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GAIL SIATER

4200 Rosecyent Way
Sacramanto, CA 95826

Emaif benson 1@ix netcom. com

March 186, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

¢/o East Bay Municipal Utility District
P.O.Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94823

Dear Mr: Ladensack,

My husband and | have been home owners in Rosemont for fourteen years and are very concemed
about the quality of our neighborhood. The placing of the East Bay Municipa! Uility District pipeline
heart of R } issues:

through the main thoroughfare and

raises

- The economic impact on the business owners along Kiefer Boulevard (from its beginning at Florin
Perkins Road to Bradshaw Road) and the impact to access for Rosemont residents/customers,

~ The disruption to the high volume of traffic along Kiefer and the effects of the diversions (elther
designated or haphazardly taken by impatient motorists) onto our narrow residentiaf stroets,
Kiefer is also a main route for heavy trucks - which will not be tolerated on our residential streets,

- The inconvenience to Rosemont residents while the work is in progress - commuting to and from
work, school, medical appointments, errands, shopping, etc. Also a great concem is ambutance

- and sheriff service during the construction,

- Since Kiefer is the lifeblood and heart of Rosey
general appearance is of great concen. How

mont, the quality of the surface of Kiefer and its
Kiefer is excavated and resurfaced is of upmost

concem. To leave Rosemont with a main thoroughfare that wilf require continual paiching will be a
detriment to Rosemont and thus a threat to the economic viability of our community.

Enclosed are maps showing your Pproposed route and three altemate routes we think you shoutd take into
consideration. One, of course, is along Jackson Highway - the most obvious and most direct route. We
also suggest two routes along the two railroad right of ways, the Central Califomnia Traction line and the

and judiciously protecting our community.

Sincerely,

Vd . :
NS / 9\:_,4-2:«__
Gail Slater

cc: Supervisor Don Nottoli
enc: 2

Ind 49-1

nd 49-2
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Gail Slater

Ind49-1, Gail Slater
See the response to the “Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline Routing” major

issue in Chapter 3 of this document. Emergency service routes in
construction areas would be addressed in the Traffic Control Plan,
as noted in Chapter 12 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Resurfacing
impacted road surfaces would be part of the Construction Plan.

Ind49-2, Gail Slater
Alternative routes, such as those provided in the comment letter,

were evaluated during the planning phase of the project and
rejected because they would not reduce impacts overall compared
to the routes evaluated in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. See the
response to the “Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline Routing” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document.
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

February 15, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

Water Supply Improvements Division
EBMUD, MS #305

P.0. Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94623

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR/EIS EBMUD/SACRAMENTO JOINT WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

I understand an analysis was initiated on the Urrutia property on
the north side of the river as an alternative intake site. Was
this analysis technically sufficient to determine whether or not a
pumping facility at this location might be viable?

If the analysis was sufficient for evaluation of this property, it
would be helpful to include it in the Final EIR/EIS.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Robertmy

1454 El1 Nido Way
Sacramento, CA 95864

FA!‘O oW 1"‘)“ie

Ind50-1

Response to Comment of Robert Sleppy

Ind50-1, Robert Sleppy
A pipeline route within the American River Parkway to the north

of the river was considered as an alternative in the planning
process but was rejected due to the anticipated significant impacts
on biological resources. The alternative north of the river would
result in substantial impacts on sensitive species and wetland
habitat. In addition, access to the pipeline during high river flows
would be difficult, and preliminary geotechnical analysis indicated
that the geology within the Parkway complicated the engineering
design.

Final EIR/EIS
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January 7, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack
East Bay Municipal Utility District
c/o Water Supply Div.

P.0. Box 24055 RECFvep
Ms#305 Oakland, CA. 94632-1055 JAN 91998

Mr. Rod Hall
Environmental Specialist
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Félsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630

WATER SUPPLY PROVEMENTS

Dear Sirs:

Comments on the DEIR for EBMUD's Supplemental Water Supply
Project. DEIR received Dec. 12, 1897.

Overall impression

I find the project descriptions and operational plans difficult Ind 51-1 ‘

to follow. Information is inconsistent with Water Forum
information, see Chapter 3 Hydrology etc. Each alternative

should be clearly explatned including the operational aspects of
the NO ACTION alternative. This alternative is the baseline -

from which all impacts (beneficial and detrimental) are

measured. The project’s objectives on §-2 are those of EBMUD.
Other project ‘objectives should include protecting public trust find 51-2
interests and the natural resource objectives of the Judge Hodge
decision; meeting the fish “in good condition” criteria of Fish
and Game Code: Section 5937, the conditions of the Delta Accord

and Delta water guality.

Some specific comments

EBMUD wants to guarantee its customers a full water supply under

any hydrological condition, planned system outage or system Ind 51-3
failure. Therefore it desires to exercise its 1970 Bureau of
Reclamation contract to take American River water,

The .project .altersiatives (Chapter 2) are not clearly presented
nor their specific plans of operation adequately explafned:
Simply stated, Alternative 1 is No Action; Alternative 2 isg
Folsom South Canal Connection; and Alternative 3 is a joint sac.
City/County/EBMUD project. The operational plans for each
alternative should be spelled out for each water year type.

Ind 51-4

Information from Chapter 1 indicates that the supplemental watef'md 51-5
supply would be taken in all years from the mouth of the

8-155

American River and also at times from the Folsom South Canal.
This arrangement sounds something more than a supplemental/ dry
year supply/ planned outage supbply. This looks like some-one
wanting to wholesale water while protecting its supply. What is
EBMUD’S intent? :

The Hodge physical solution and the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA) Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
(AFRP) put protecting the Lower American River public trust
resources, uses and values first before EBMUD could take
American River water from Folsom / Nimbus Reservoirs. The
baseline conditions for the Lower American River (LAR}, are the
Hodge flow pattern (flow, timing and temperature of releases)
and the fish flow pattern incorporated into the AFRP. These
conditions have been implemented by the Bureau as provided for Inc!51-7
in the CvpPIA. Any water diverted from the American River, above .
its mouth (EBMUD’S contract water), should be added to that

released to meet the Hodge/AFRP flow pattern at the mouth.

Ind51-6

EBMUD’s diversion from the Folsom South Canal (FSC) and its
operational plan must be fully explained. For example, how much find 51-8
water will be taken and when? The 35,000 AF average annual
delivery (Table, page 3-5) does not tell the complete story.
(Note: With the improved water treatment technology available an

clear that 150,000 AF, or 112,000 AF or even 40,000 AF would not
be available each and every year. In many years little or no
water would be available via the FsC.

On Pg 2-15, a joint Sac. City/County/EBMUD project is discussed

as the best concept around for all the parties. However there Ind 51-9
appears to be no agreement on the operational details of that
project. The joint Project, its particulars and plan of
operations; who gets water when and how much water during dry
year cutbacks, have not been developed into a project acceptable,
to all parties.

Critical to an acceptable joint project may be the EBMUD cutback d 51 10
in drier and driest years in order to protect the public trust n -
uses, values and resources of the area of origin, including the
Delta. It appears that EBMUD management is trying to shove its
concept of a joint project down the throats of the people of the
greater Sacramento region. .

A question is Will a new point of diversion be approved by the nd51-11
State Board so EBMUD can take its water around the Delta #n its

own private peripheral canal? Are there new findings that allowj’

EBMUD to divert from the same flows that Judge Hodge required



W

.
for protecting public trust interests of the LAR? What are the
bypass flows for EBMUD’s proposed joint project?

A joint project is discussed in several places in the documents
There is a 217 c¢fa diversion from the LAR and a 350 cfs -
connection / addition to the FSC. Why so much capacity in the
F5C especially {f EBMUD dpes not intend to.take water from
Nimbus Reservoir? It is apparent that EBMUD desires to take its
contract water whehaver it can, i.e. from Nimbus Reservoir when
Hodge /. AFRP flows can be meet and from the mouth of the
American River in all other years. The 217 cfs diversion
equates to about 157,000 AF per year while 350 cfs diversion
equates to about 253,000 AF annually. (See meeting EBMUD’s

p

Ind51-12

1

planned outage and take up to 350 cfs-via the FSC pg. 5-19).

“Chapter 3 - Hydrology, Water Supply and ‘Power. This section
presents data that is inconsistent with Water Forum data or is
incomplete. * For sxample, 'the demand on the American River is |
greater than 368,000 AF for year 2030. Up date information and
clarification is needed. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 also appear to be
inconsistent with Water Forum developed data. Why the )
differences? The Mokelumne River data (Table 3-1) is not based
on a:State Board decision or FERC ruling, but on a politically
contrived decision. - The Settlement Agreement submitted to FERC

is:being challenged by the Committee to 8ave the ‘Mékélumne River:

and others. Table 3-1, foot note @ should reid “Estimates of |
AFRP gbjectives, not cbjections”. .

bDuring most years, the Bureau will make releases to the LAR to
meet the Hodge flow pattern / AFRP flows standard requirements
and diversion demands including any bypass flows. buring most
drier then normal and dry years EBMUD can not take water via the
FSC. However from tha'evidence presented in the DEIR, EBMUD
wants to exdrclse its contract with the Bureau and take between
112,600 and 150,000 in-most: yeats and 70,000 AF annually in the
driest years from just about any point of diversion downstream ,
of Folsom Dam. However a DPelta diversion alternative is not
discussed. This 150,000 AF in combination with the 250,000 to

300,000 AF from-the Hokelumne River amounts to about 450,000 AF ]

of Delta inflow depletion attributable to EBMUD. The plumbing
proposed by EBNUD is its own peripheral canal transporting water]
from the. American River and Mokelumne River around the Delta to
its Service area. EBMUD is a part of the organization “Share the
Water”. However with' 'this amount of depletion, EBMUD is becoming
a bigger part of the problem rather than part of the solution to

“ghare the water”. How snd:what is EBMUD going to do to mitigatet

the.adverse impacts to Delta water quality for agriculture,
urban Users, export supplies, fish resources and other trust

ind51-13

|

Llnd51-14

find51-15

Ind51-16

Ind51-17

Ind51-18

 Ind51-19

interests by this increased Delta depletion?
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In 1853 the California Supreme Court, in Eddy v Simpson (3 Cal
249) stated that a property right in water is usufructuary, i.e,
the right to utilize and enjoy something belonging to another so
long that the property is not damaged or altered in any way.

One must assume that EBMUD was aware of this meaning. In 1977,
Mr. Ronald Roby, then Director of the Department of Water
Resources, stated that in allocating water rights, the water
necessary to protect public trust interests was not and never
was allocated (The Public Interest in Water Rights
Administration, Twenty-third Annual Rocky Mountain Mineral Law
Institute - 1977).

The Cal Trout decision indicated that under Fish and Game Code
Section 5937 protecting fish and other aspects of the public
trust comes first. The Court stated that CDFG Code Section 5937
limits the amount of water that may be appropriated by requiring
that sufficient water first be released to assure that the
instream ecosystem and its fish and other aquatic life are in
good condition. With this understanding the water necessary to
protect fish and other aquatic resources uses and values was
never allocated. Therefore protecting the varied public trust
interests was and is a pre-condition to any water right .
allocation, applicable to both the State Board and the water

right holder.

A provision of the EBMUD/FWS/CDFG Settlement Agreement, EBMUD
desires to sell 40,000 AF to 80,000 AF of surplus Mokelumne
River water to the Bureau/Fish and Wildlife Service as a part of
the CVPIA’s anadromous fish restoration program. Prices paid
for water have ranged from $35.00 up to $100.00 an acre~foot.
This water would help to restore public trust resources, uses
and values of the Lower Mokelumne River and Delta. The funds
for such a purpose would come from scarce public (restoration
fund) dollars. While such a transaction may be in the parochial
interests of EBMUD, it is not consistent with the public trust
principles and the no taking findings of Audubon (National
Audubon Society v. Superior court Al ine County, 33 Cai. 3d 419,
189 Cal. Rpt. 346 (1983), Racanelli, (United States v. State
Water Resources Control Board, 227 Cal. Rpt. 161 - 1986) and Cal
Irout v. State Water Resources Control Board, 207 Cal. App. 3d
585 (1989). Since there is no taking; - What is the rational
for the public to pay for water {i.e. buy back its owned water)
to protect public trust interests and to keep "in good
condition” (CDFG Code Section $937) the fish and other aquatic
life of the lower Mokelumne River, the Delta and San Francisco
Bay? Wwhat is EBMUD’s rational for using non-EBMUD funds (PUBLIC
DOLLARS) to mitigate and/or help offset impacts to lower

Ind51-20

ind51-21

Mokelumne River fish resources and Delta water quality caused by
the operations of EBMUD’s Mokelumne River project?
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EBMUD by its present actions and Mokelumne River Settlement EBMUD’ s Bixler point of diversion (Indian Slough) or other Delta
Agreementfis "°: c::::égg:i:ge1521::i;og§OIgg§cgtaigz;eogfpublic location must be considered a viable diversion point for taking
1nut:e:mt o::s o ERMUD. with Ste cen peziéheral canal is clearly water to meet its supplemental peeds. Th;s Bixler diversion is
trust gbeie t- the problem of water quality in the Delta. a mugt if protecting water quality, aquatic resources qnd other
a contributor to P t of its supply at Bixler, would public trust interests are to be realized by those taking or whol
Ezzgﬂebga§:k§¥°t;em:g§§t§2: by protectfggybelta wate; quality fgﬁi? gaff Ce?traé val%ﬁy grfgeCt (gVP)T:ndbftatetWagﬁ;biioject
eliveries from e Delta pool. e ggest s ng Ind51-2

and other Pﬂblif t’“it i“teiggt:' 3§gtzzgs;igﬂlgaz::z:eindicates block to protecting Delta water quality are the upstream water. [ - 24
:ggég;gg; ;g:tfighr:ngazsssatisf; other downstream meeds. right holgers and diverters (including EBMUD) who are impacting
Howevér much of this water does not become Delta inflow because Y:§§§w§“2,1§¥ Sggcﬁgzgirgugéégn;zgift§7t§§§§§se?§mg:€§eﬁigg
it is diverted at "Ood?§1d9§ glVegsi°naggﬂttgome:§c§:: :g“::: agricultural chemicals directly or indirectly to Delta inflow.
water rights of FOQGb; ge v n Yn oA 738 500 AE. 1e Because the Bixler facility is a viable alternative for EBMUD to
average unimpaised Mokelumne River runo Dett ter aiit obtain its supplemental water supply, EBMUD should develop
designed for Mokelumne River ecosystem, Delta water qu 2 4 » realistic cost estimates for enlarging and operating this
protection and for public trust uses. | facility. Such costs and the cost of operations should be

On page 3-11, EBMUD acknowledges that adequate Delta inflows are ' i”?:"ed f°rt°°“‘p‘t”i3°" purposes along side EBMUD's FSC and the

n - o r costs. :

crigigal fot'maintaininkg the water quality necessary for IInd51-22 joint project costs
agricultural, gg?écigsgt8::9iz:g::ri::egu:s:s::lzzswelan::r The Racanelli decision put the obligation to protect Delta waterf.
maintainingp:i n during the 1992-63 State Board hearings on qgality and other public trust interests on all upstream Ind51-25
cross-examinatio g i tablished that the - diverters and water right holders. The State Board is supposed J-——
EBMUD’ S Mokelumne River project, it was esta 4 ) to be formulating everyonme’s fair ecological share contribution
Bixler facility is a viabl: 30125i°21fg’nagggffggn§:n: ::::ag; ) for maintaining Delta water quality. The Hodge physical solution
all of its water because about 20 mil gelt fer b M read . . (flow pattern, etc.) and the improved “F pattern” approximates
do; thefnelzg gityt:f Pit:gbxrgagégfgspure :n:: ::lt? Thas ! what the :mexlcan River Basin’s inflow contribution would be to

trihalomethanes a 4 ! t t lic t t £ LA
égxgiaOCosta W.D. diverts from the Delta and satisfactorily . : gggifc Theengzaucca:u::I;n;:::si:sone::: in?lzsdaﬁgewggéﬁa
treats its water supply for municip:l :nghigd::tzigidpgig::es' - ‘ quality objectives by making the point of delivery of EBMUD's
and that EBMUD representatives admitte a co ara : ' contract water its Bixler facility. EBMUD can also help by
Delta water to the same drinking water standards as Pardee i . taking a major portion of its Mokelumne River supply released
Reservolr water. for public trust purposes at Bixler.
Oon Dec. 18, 1997 £BMUD’s staff conducted an informational , Ind51 23 Summary Table S-3. The list of impacts is incomplete. In
,briefing on its LAR 3“P919m3”§31 ::t:ti:ugpgy grgzgzg’wfzzgn 8 i addition the significance of impacts should be determined by the
5 as n ’

Eupply option without the American River. This does not reflect | i ahout public truse intereste: endemgered speciee or omverrey | Ind51-26
past actions to meet emergencies andidryhhygr:logig E:ndi;ions. ! species of anad{omous fishes. Identifying impacts and

In response to the question,-- What is the intende e O ! ) formulating mitigation actions is a primary purpose of an the
EBMUD's Bixler point of diversion? -- Messrs. Lampe and . National Environmental Policy Act. Some of the impacts are:
Ladensack did no more than shrug their shoulders and show a :
blank expression. This blank expression and 3“’“391“9 °f, . * Depletion of the cold water pool in Folsom Reservoir (all
shoulders :Y gBHUD mazagzzsggng:ve ;h:egziggig: r::ayggt- :gat :ther t:ing be;;ghequai; will ;e:xltLig increa:ed Ind51-27

.Sacramento ce. emperatures which would impac e ecosystem. An [~

izogguég': :ntended use of the Bixler point of diversion? sudgen or abrupt temperaturz changes could dgsrupt Y

This facility and point of diversjon has been licensed / spawning activity or out-migration.

permitted in the past and has .been tested and was used in 1376 * Depletion of the cold water pool in Folsom Reservoir will

and again in 1977 (FWS info and EBHUD'submittal to FERC ;gﬂ . ' impact operations and could increase mortality (through

contained in FERC's DEIR on the EBMUD'S lower Mokelumne River elevated temperature of the water supply) at the American

- hydro~-project).
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River Trout Hatchery as well as the Nimbus Salmon and
Steelhead Hatchery (NSSH). The NSSH wag constructed and
is operated to mitigate the loss of the upstream spawning
and nursery areas once utilized by Chinook salmon and
steelhead trout. Salmonid fishes just about cease
growing at temperature above 68 F because of increased
metabolic rate. In addition increased water temperature
has a synergistic effect on the several components of the
aguidtic ‘ecosystem with signs of stress occurring below 68
F. This-is eapscially so under hatchery conditions. For
optimum management a reliable water supply is needed. This
includes water of acceptable quantity and quality
including the range of temperature necessary for salmonid
production (holding, spawning, incubation and growth)
through the year. b )

Impact to juvenile steelhead in the LAR because of reduced
flows passing the joint project intake. :

Because salmonid fishes are capable of sensing a °
temporature: differential of less than .5 degrees F.
Temperature will increases of released flows because of
reduced volume in cold water pool. This will impact
summering-over of juvenile steelhead and could impact
Chinook salmon spawning conditions {delaying the spawning
time and out migration).

Reduced warmwater f£ish habitat in Folsom, Shasta and
Trinity Reservoirs (water level fluctuations as water is
stored and later released to provide Delta inflow.

Impacts to American Shad spawning and out migration
resulting from reduced stream flow and outflow.

Reduced coldwater fish habitat in Shasta and Trinity
Reservoirs April thru October as increased releases are
made necessary to provide water to the Delta to help
maintain water quality for public trust uses and water
expost, ' These same releases could reduce coldwater
needed for the winter-run Chinook salmon as well as
imprect fall-run Chinook salmon holding, spawning and egg
survival in the upper Sacramento River. There could be
similar impacts to f£sll-run Chinook salmon holding,
spawning and egg sbrvival in the Trinity River,

Losses at the fish acreen of the joint facility. This
facility must be screened to reduce the impact of
diversion on all fish species not just those of special
concern or. considered throatened. If such protection is
not provided all native fishes in the area could be
listed or be considered as a candidate species under the
FESA. 1In addition the wholesale loss of egg, larva and
young of such high interest species as striped bass and
American shad would not look good. -

Construction of the intake as envisioned would be a scenic
intrusion into the Lower American River.

lind 51-28
{lnd 51-29

'lnd 51-30

Jind 5131
.’lnd 51-32

N

,Ind 51-33

Ilnd 51-34
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- of an the National environmental policy Act.

- habitat monitoring and evaluation program, Contributing funds to|
'a program does not cohstitute mitigation. Direct project
“impacts are a responsibility of the project sponsor. In this

* who must come up with mitigation actions to offset project

* Any flow fluctuations which occur as a result of meeting
EBMUD’s on/off diversion demands will impact the wetted
perimeter of the LAR ecosystem. These fluctuations are
particularly adverse to the entire periphyton community
of green algae, brown diatoms and the varjious
developmental stages of aquatic insects and other
invertebrates, basic food production. In addition at
certain stream flow stages a change of .3 tenths of a foot
as measured at the Fair Oaks UsGs gage will result in
impacts to the wetted perimeter (including dried out
shallow areas and resultant heat buildup), to summer
‘nursery and fall spawning conditions. These conditions
will be magnified during periods of high air temperatures
and especially so during years of below normal runoff.

The general statement “the natural variation in hydrologic /
water quality conditions is substantially larger than hydrologic
changes which would result from the various alternatives” is
common phrase in this document. TIs this EBMUD's way of
diminishing the impacts and dumbing its audience? It is because
of this same natural variation in conditions that EBMUD desires
to take water from the American River (i.e. the natural
variations in the hydrologic conditions of the Mokelumne River
do not provide the certainty of supply desired by EBMUD
especially in light of the need to protect public trust
interests of the IMR and Delta. i

It is because of this natural variation in hydrologic
conditions, that the Sacramento Water Forum developed the co-
equal objectives relative to the American River. All interests
share in years of ample runoff, while in water short years, all
must share the pain in order to help protect a variety of
public trust interests of the Lower American River and Delta.

The statements that mitigation measures are not required or not
available, puts protecting public trust interests on less than

an a co-equal footing with EBMUD’s water diversion. Identifying|
impacts and formulating mitigation actions is a primary purpose

EBMUD indicated that mitigation measures are not required to
offset or compensate for many project associated impacts or
associated values, because it is proposing to contribute money
to help support the Habitat Management Element (HME) of the
Sacramento Water Forum Agreement. The HME is basically a

instance EBMUD is the responsible party therefore it is EBMUD



occasioned impacts. EBMUD is the one accountable for mitigating
the various impacts, either on site or in close proximity of the
impact area, not at some location far removed from the impacts.

The intrusive design of the LAR intake structure of the joint
project must be modified. Project engineers must be stressed to Ind 51’39
develop an intake structure that is not so intrusive. The

facility should be compatible with the scenie qualities of the

LAR. It may necessary to place it landward of the levee,

There are also recreational opportunity impacts to water
dependent uses such as boating, rafting, and swimming along the lndv51-40
LAR and impacts to boating (less surface area and loss of boat |

ramp function) recreation at Folsom, Shasta and Trinity v
Reservolirs, as water is drawn to offset EBMUD’s Delta water
quality impacts. Similar impacts occur to Folsom Reservoir.
EBMUD indicates that mitigation measures are not required for
these impacts. This is faulty thinking. EBMOD is the
responsible party therefore it is EBMUD who must come up with
actions to mitigate the impacts. EBMUD is the one accountable
for mitigating impacts on site or at least in close Proximity of

the impact area.

EBMUD in the conduct its overall water supply facilities
(including Pardee Res.), manages its reservoirs for maximum
storage carry over and recreational use (Pg 1-3). By not
implementing mitigation actions, EBMUD will be short changing
the areas of origin recreational opportunities, resources and
uses (Shasta and Trinity Lakes, Trinity River, upper Sacramento
River, Folsom Reservoir and the lower American River, while
building benefits in its own service area by maximizing the
storage in its reservoirs.

Ind51-41

The seemingly minor, less than significant impacts,
attributable to this and other diversions will result in
significant cumulative impacts to public trust interests of
water quality and to aquatic resources of the LAR and Delta.

Ind51-42

All impacts should be identified. EBMUD must develop mitigation
measures or actions and then implement them in a timely manner. [Ind 51-43
A monitoring program must be undertaken to determine if the
mitigative measures or actions are doing what they were designed
to do in an acceptable manner. If not, corrective action must

be taken.

Those impacts not mitigated or replaced in some way will
constitute a subsidy to EBMUD so it can enhance its image and
reduce its water costs. All this is at the expense of the
public trust resources, uses and interests of the area of

Ind 51-44

10

origin, such as Shasta and Trinity lakes, Sacramento and Trinity,
Rivers, Folsom Reservoir and the lower American River,

Please incorporate these comments into the record regarding the
DEIR for EBMUD’s Supplemental Water Supply Project.

Sincerely, ;;; :

. / L
Sl ES pglliy
Felix E.'sSmith
4720 Talus Way
Carmichael, CA 95608
1-916-966-2081

Save the American River Association
The Bay Institute of San Francisco
California Sportfishing Alliance
Friends of the River

Committee to Save the Mokelumne River

comments of Felix Smith 1/7/98 (C:EBMUDEIR)
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Felix E. Smith

Ind51-1, Felix E. Smith

The water demands used in the hydrologic modeling and analysis
were based on the best available information and are reasonable
for impact assessment purposes. The assumptions used in the
hydrologic modeling for Alternatives 2 and 3 are discussed in
Chapter 3 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. See in particular pages 3-1
through 3-5 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind51-2, Felix E. Smith
CEQA and NEPA require that project objectives be identified and

described. The objectives of the project are provided on page 2-1
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. The project objectives state, in part, that
the purpose of the project is to make use of EBMUD’s American
River water service contract “consistent with the conditions set
forth in the Hodge Decision.” Those conditions incorporate public
trust protections. The remaining suggested objectives are
embodied in the various approvals that would be required for
operation of the project.

Ind51-3, Felix E. Smith

EBMUD has implemented some of the most stringent water
planning measures of any major urban water purveyor in
California. As part of its drought planning, EBMUD assumes that
it can achieve an overall reduction in water use of 25% during
severe droughts. This 25% reduction includes a reduction in water
use in single-family homes of close to 40%. The purpose of the
Supplemental Water Supply Project is not to provide a full water
supply to EBMUD customers, but rather to reduce deficiencies to
EBMUD customers to manageable levels.

Ind51-4, Felix E. Smith
See response to Comment Ind51-1. Chapter 3 of the 1997 Draft

EIR/EIS provides an explanation of project operations. Details on

project operations are also provided in Appendix C to the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS. Project operations are not explicitly controlled by
water-year type, but rather by water-supply availability to
EBMUD, the CVP, the City of Sacramento, the County of
Sacramento, and others.

Ind51-5, Felix E. Smith

The description of the project alternatives is contained in Chapter 2
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. As described in Chapter 2, water would
be delivered to EBMUD only in certain years. The two alternatives
discussed in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS are independent; none of the
discussion refers to an operational scenario in which water would
be delivered from both the Folsom South Canal and the new intake
facility on the lower American River.

Ind51-6, Felix E. Smith

The Hodge Decision (1990) did not specify release requirements in
the lower American River. It did, however, specify conditions that
must be met in the river before EBMUD could take delivery of
water. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS examines both the availability of
water and the impacts of deliveries under the alternatives using
both “Hodge flows” and AFRP flows as baseline conditions for
impact analyses.

Ind51-7, Felix E. Smith

Under Alternative 2, Folsom South Canal, Hodge flows would
need to be met before EBMUD could take delivery of water under
its water service contract with Reclamation. However, under
Alternative 3, Joint Water Supply, EBMUD, Reclamation, the City,
and the County have agreed that taking delivery of water ata
downstream location near the mouth of the American River
essentially meets the purposes of Hodge flow and AFRP flow
standards.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project

Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Ind51-8, Felix E. Smith
Table C-5 in Appendix C to the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS fully discloses

the predicted availability of water under Alternative 2 (note that
the average delivery shown on Table 3-1 and in Appendix C is
approximately 29,000 AF). Most deliveries occur during
November, December, January, and February each year. Atleast
some water is predicted to be available in most years (57 years out
of 70 simulated years).

Ind51-9, Felix E. Smith _

EBMUD, the City, and the County will further develop the details
of a potential joint water supply project if Alternative 3 is
implemented. Although some details require further
development, no substantive changes to the project have been
identified to date, and the operations evaluated in the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS encompass such details.

Ind51-10, Felix E. Smith

EBMUD will continue to work with Sacramento-area interests to
implement a project that meets the needs of all parties and protects
the natural resources of the lower American River. Alternative 3 is
premised on the availability of water during dry years.

Ind51-11, Felix E. Smith

Approval by the California State Water Resources Control Board
may be required for implementation of Alternative 3, depending
on the location of any new point of diversion. The alternatives
considered in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS are consistent with the
Hodge Decision, and bypass flows for a new intake structure have
not been specifically identified. The concept of bypass flows in the
lower portion of the American River must be examined in light of
the backwater conditions in this portion of the river.

Ind51-12, Felix E. Smith

As stated in Chapter 2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS and described
throughout the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, none of the alternatives
analyzed include taking delivery of water from both a new intake
structure and the Folsom South Canal. Under limited
circumstances (see pages 2-11 and 2-20), EBMUD may require
water to meet its planned outage needs. Under Alternative 2, that
need would be met by taking delivery of water from the Folsom
South Canal during a wet year to meet EBMUD's full needs for a
short period. Under Alternative 3, to meet its planned outage
needs, EBMUD would take delivery of water from both the new
lower American River intake facility and the Fairbairn WTP intake
facility. EBMUD's planned outage need for water is
approximately 350 cfs. Therefore, although the pipeline
connection from the new intake facility under Alternative 3 to the
Fairbairn WTP is sized at 217 cfs, the pipeline connection from
Fairbairn WTP to the Folsom South Canal and from the Folsom
South Canal to the Mokelumne Aqueducts is sized at 350 cfs.

Ind51-13, Felix E. Smith '

It is recognized that the demand on the American River in 2030
will exceed 368,000 AF. Significant new actions by numerous
agencies would be required to realize a higher level of demand.
For purposes of impact analysis and to be consistent with the
requirements of CEQA and NEPA, EBMUD and Reclamation used
expected demands on the lower American River for 2030 but, as
described on page 3-2 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS under
“Alternative 1: No Action,” limited actual deliveries to those
capable of being made without new facilities. This modeling
approach is nearly identical to the approach used by Reclamation
for the Central Valley Project Improvement Act EIS. Procurement
of the data in Table 3-3 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS was closely '
coordinated with the Water Forum, to the extent that the Water
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Forum was willing to share information. The demands shown in
Table 3-3 are consistent with Water Forum data.

Ind51-14, Felix E. Smith
The Mokelumne River flow pattern used in the modeling is the
best available information to use for the impact analysis.

IndS51-15, Felix E. Smith
Comment noted. See Chapter 12 of this document, “Errata.” The

footnote of Table 3-1 should read “objectives.”

Ind51-16, Felix E. Smith

This comment does not accurately reflect the analyses contained in
the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Figure 3-3 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS
shows the anticipated deliveries under Alternative 3. As shown
in this figure and discussed in the text on page 3-14, under
Alternative 3, deliveries would be made to EBMUD in 33 out of 70
simulated years, and the maximum delivery to EBMUD would be
112,000 AF, except in planned outage years, which are expected to
occur very infrequently. Figure 3-3 also shows deliveries made to
the City and County under Alternative 3.

Ind51-17, Felix E. Smith
See response to the “Alternatives Considered” major issue in

Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind51-18, Felix E. Smith

It is not an accurate portrayal of EBMUD water needs to add all
water entitlements owned or potentially obtained by EBMUD and
then attribute that total to depletion of Delta inflow. EBMUD's
demands and demand reduction measures are clearly described in
Chapter 1 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS (Table 1-2). EBMUD demands
are predicted to be far less than available supplies to EBMUD in
most years. Any water not used by EBMUD in those years is
available for other beneficial uses.

Ind51-19, Felix E. Smith

The impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 on Delta water quality, Delta
export, fish, and other resources are fully described in the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS. No significant impacts were identified on these
resources on a project level, and no mitigation is necessary.

Ind51-20, Felix E. Smith

EBMUD has held a water service contract with Reclamation for
American River water since 1970. Reclamation holds water rights
on the American River and exercises its water rights consistent
with water right permit terms and conditions. The alternatives as
defined in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS are consistent with all state
water rights laws and with the Hodge Decision.

Ind51-21, Felix E. Smith

The settlement agreement approved by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission in November, 1998, is not an integral
element of the Supplemental Water Supply Project. See response
to “Delta and Sacramento River Alternatives” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind51-22, Felix E. Smith
See response to “Alternatives Considered” and the “Delta and

Sacramento River Alternatives” major issues in Chapter 3 of this
document.

Ind51-23, Felix E. Smith

The status of the Bixler pumping facility is described on page 1-3
of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. Currently, there is no permit to operate
this facility. See also the response to Comment Ind51-22.

Ind51-24, Felix E. Smith

See the response to Comments Ind51-22 and Ind51-23. The cost
estimates provided in Appendix B to the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS for a
Delta delivery alternative are reasonable estimates, according to
available information. Additionally, there is no substantial
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evidence that taking delivery of CVP water in the Delta has fewer
or less substantial environmental effects than taking delivery of
water through an upstream intake point. See also the REIR/SEIS.

Ind51-25, Felix E. Smith
See response to “Delta and Sacramento River Alternatives” major

issue in Chapter 3 of this document.

Ind51-26, Felix E. Smith

Both NEPA, and particularly CEQA, require that a lead agency
identify significant impacts in an EIR/EIS. The significance
criteria presented in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS are intended to assist
the reader in understanding the basis for the conclusions of
significance made in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS to provide for more
comprehensive and thorough public review. The 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS fully complies with CEQA and NEPA.

Ind51-27 Felix E. Smith

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS contains a full analysis of the potential
temperature effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on the lower American
River. This information is discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 of the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS and in Appendices D and E to the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS.

Ind51-28, Felix E. Smith
The potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on all fish species is

fully discussed in Chapter 5 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind51-29, Felix E. Smith
See response to Comment Ind51-27.

Ind51-30, Felix E. Smith :

The potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on warm-water
fisheries in other CVP reservoirs are fully disclosed in the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS (see pages 5-17 through 5-24 and Tables 5-7, 5-33,
and 5-34).

Ind51-31, Felix E. Smith

The potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on American shad are
fully disclosed in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS (see pages 5-17 through
5-24 and Tables 5-25 and 5-26).

Ind51-32, Felix E. Smith

The potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on cold-water fisheries
habitat in CVP reservoirs are fully disclosed in the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS (see pages 5-17 through 5-24 and Table 5-8).

Ind51-33, Felix E. Smith

The effects of entrainment of fish species potentially resulting from
Alternative 3 are fully disclosed in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS (see
page 5-20). Additionally, as described in Chapter 2 of the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS, the description of this alternative includes the
construction and operation of fish exclusion facilities designed to
meet NMFS and DFG criteria.

Ind51-34, Felix E. Smith

This issue is fully discussed in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS in Chapter
16, “Visual Resources.” Depending on the intake site, the visual
effects are found to be significant (intake Sites 1, 2, and 3) or less
than significant (intake Sites 4 and 5). The analytical methodology
is discussed on page 16-7 and Table 16-1.

IndS51-35, Felix E. Smith _

The fisheries analysis presents an accurate evaluation of impacts
on fisheries in the Llower American River. The conclusions of the
analysis are located on pages 5-17 through 5-22 of the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS.

Ind51-36, Felix E. Smith

The statements in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS about the natural
variability in conditions were not intended to minimize the
discussion of effects potentially caused by Alternatives 2 and 3.
These statements were an attempt to put into context the accuracy
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of the analysis tools and methodology available to assess effects
and to describe the relative effects of the alternatives.

Ind51-37, Felix E. Smith _

EBMUD supports the Water Forum process of only taking water

when needed after implementation of reclamation, conservation,
-and an aggressive dry-year rationing policy.

Ind51-38, Felix E. Smith

The environmental effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 were identified
as less than significant in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, and no
mitigation is legally required. It is recognized that cumulative
demands on the American River have the potential to cause
significant effects. These potential effects were described in the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS. These cumulative effects cannot be mitigated
without the participation of other parties. EBMUD is committed to
participating in appropriate mitigation for cumulative effects, as
described in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind51-39, Felix E. Smith

See response to Comment Ind51-34. EBMUD has undertaken
substantial engineering evaluation of the intake facility design and
has determined, based on preliminary engineering, that the
current design is the most practical and best engineering solution.
The analysis contained in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS addresses
relevant effects. If a different design is determined to be feasible in
the future, the environmental effects would likely be similar to or
less than those described in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind51-40, Felix E. Smith

The potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 on recreation in the
lower American River system were fully disclosed in Chapter 6 of
the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. According to the analysis, no significant
impacts would result, and no mitigation is necessary. As shown in
Chapter 6, changes were typically less than 2%, and there were

nearly as many positive changes as negative changes. The analysis
is accurate and no mitigation is necessary.

Ind51-41, Felix E. Smith
See response to Comment Ind51-40. Alternatives 2 and 3 would

not result in any substantial changes in recreational opportunities
at CVP reservoir sites.

Ind51-42, Felix E. Smith

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that some cumulative
impacts would be significant. These impacts are analyzed and
addressed throughout the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

Ind51-43, Felix E. Smith

The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS identifies all impacts associated with
implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3. Where appropriate,
mitigation measures are identified. When a project is adopted by
EBMUD, EBMUD will be required to adopt a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program under CEQA.

Ind51-44, Felix E. Smith

EBMUD is just one of many CVP contractors. As such, EBMUD
will share in the implementation of appropriate mitigation
measures related to CVP resources. The 1997 Draft EIR/EIS fully
discloses the potential effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 and describes
mitigation that could be implemented to reduce these effects to
less-than-significant levels where appropriate.
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' February 22, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

East Bay Municipal Utility District
¢/o Water Supply Div.

P.0. Box 24055

MS#305 Oakland, CA. 94632~1055

Mr. Cecil Lesley

Central California Area Office
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road

Folsom, CA 95630

Dear Sirs:

Subject: Comments on the DEIR on EBMUD’s Supplemental Water
Supply Project. These comments supplement and further
clarify my comments of January 7, 1998,

The subject DEIR is inadequate in several areas. Two key areas
are;

1. The dismissal of any downstream alternatives, a Delta
diversion, i.e. Bixler diversion (DEIR Vol. II pg. 4-3) is a
major deficiency of the DEIR. It is apparent that EBMUD has
used subjective screening criteria to eliminate projects that do
not divert water directly from the Lower American River.

2. The “Hodge physical solution” put limitations on those.
wanting to divert from the American River. The Court’s first
concern was protecting the many beneficial uses and values of
the Lower American River protected by the public trust. All
American River diverters including EBMUD must live with this
limitation. This limitation has been endorsed by the Water

Forum.

Delta diversion at Bixler (Indian Slough) a viable alternative

Under CEQA an agency must develop objective screening criteria

for analyzing the various alternatives as a part of the decision

making process. The DEIR should describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed project which could realize the
basic project objective - supplemental water su ly. This is
especially important if adverse impacts gould be reduced or
avoided by using such an alternative project.

The general philosophy of protecting the many beneficial uses
and public trust interests as used by Judge Hodge for the_Lower
American River should also apply to all of EBMUD’s operations.

Ind 52 -1
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The Bixler point of diversion (Indian Slough) or other south-
western Delta location must be considered a viable diversion
point for meeting EBMUD's supplemental water needs. The use of
the Bixler facility is a logical and viable alternative project.
By using this facility to obtain a major share of its water
supply, EBMUD can contribute to the Protection of water quality
and other public trust interests of the Delta pool. The biggest

quality degradation of the Delta pool. This includes EBMUD's
water rights and diversions from the Mokelumne River and EBMUD’ s
desire .to take American River water while bypassing the Delta.

impacts of the proposed FSC / Mokelumnér River Aqueduct Delta-
bypass. In addition some incidental protection of water quality,
aquatic resources and beneficial uses could occur, as well as
allow EBMUD to obtain its contract water during most years.

All diverters must live with the Hodge / “F~ pattern limitatiop.l

Following the general criterija developed in the Audubon nd52-2
decision, (National Audubon Society v. Su erior Court Alpine '
County, 33 Cal. 34 419, 189 Ccal. Rpt. 346 -1983), Judge Hodge
put protecting the Lower American River (LAR), its ecosystem,
resources and beneficial uses first before EBMUD could divert
water at FS5C. The actual implementation of the “Hodge physical
solution” and the Water Forum “F” pattern depends on a certain

regimen (i.e. fall-run Chinook salmon spawning flows and
temperature conditions) in the LAR. The “F” pattern has been
incorporated into the Federal Anadromous Fish Restoration

operating criteria (equal to today’s conditions) for managing
Folsom Reservoir by the Bureau of Reclamation.

The DEIR fails to adequately explain how EBMUD modeled fhe'
“Hodge physical solution”, the “F~ pattern or the AFRP flow
regimen and temperature needs of the Lower American River.




The taking of any water by EBMUD via FSC whenever it believes
there is water instantaneously available above the needs of
“Hodge” or the “F’ pattern, could result in a water shortage
later in the year. This in turn could impact both the
temperature and amount of water available (the cold water pool)
for release from Folsom Reservoir later in the year to support
viable spawning and incubation conditions. Such a negative
situation would violate the intent of Hodge and the AFRP and
could nullify efforts to protect and restore the LAR ecosystem/]
its resources and heneficial uses endorsed by the Water Forum.

EBMUD is apparently negotiating changes to its supplemental
water supply project without public notice or involvement
(Contra Costa W.D. letter to U.S.B.R. of Feb. 5, 1998). Such
actions make a shamble out of the DEIR review process.

JInd52-3

Please incorporate these comments into the record of EBMUD's
Supplemental Water Supply Project DEIR.

Felix E. Smith
4720 Talus Way
Carmichael, CA 95608

cc:interested parties
Save the American River Association
The Bay Institute of San Francisco
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Friends of the River .
Committee to Save the Mokelumne River:

sup. comments of Felix Smith 2/17/98 (C:EBMUEIRs.doc)
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Response to Comments of Felix E. Smith

Ind52-1, Felix E. Smith
See responses to “ Alternatives Considered” and “Delta and

Sacramento River Alternatives” major issues in Chapter 3 of this
document.

Ind52-2, Felix E. Smith

The modeling approach used in the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS to simulate
AFRP flow standards is fully described in Chapter 3 of the 1997
Draft EIR/EIS and in Appendix C to the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. As
with any delivery or diversion, including those made now and
those proposed in the future by other American River water users,
taking delivery of water from the American River does have the
potential to affect subsequent month and carryover storage in
Folsom Reservoir. These potential effects, including reservoir
storage, river flow, and temperature, were fully evaluated in the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. These effects were
all determined to be less than significant at a project level. The
Supplemental Water Supply Project fully meets the letter and
intent of the Hodge Decision, and the project alternatives were
formulated taking the Hodge Decision in full consideration.

Ind52-3, Felix E. Smith
Any changes to the project not addressed in the 1997 Draft

EIR/EIS must be fully disclosed and subjected to appropriate
compliance with CEQA and NEPA. Chapter 2 of this document
summarizes the current status of the project.
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Response to Comment of Susan Twining

Ind53-1, Susan Twining

EBMUD will work closely with the City to ensure that damage to
streets and sidewalks that occurs during construction is repaired.
EBMUD will continue to work with the community and the City
and County of Sacramento to develop appropriate measures to
address temporary construction impacts if Alternative 3 is
implemented.

Potential impacts on trees along the pipeline route are described
on page 7-18 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS. As indicated, EBMUD will
attempt to avoid trees and will comply with local ordinances in the
event trees are removed.

The pipeline design would be reviewed and approved by the City
and County of Sacramento. Water conveyance pipelines rarely
exhibit problems that result in large uncontrolled leaks. In
addition, the pipeline would be designed to meet stringent seismic
standards. Safety measures for pressure release in the advent of a
rupture will be included in the design.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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3. 3. Waidhofer, B.H. M. ﬂﬁgfz -
s:::::ic':::::::':zL WATER SUPPLY IMPHOVEMENTS

(209) 485-2851

December 18, 1997

Mr. Kurt Ladensack,

Water Supply Improvement Division,
East Bay Municipal Utility District,
P.0. Box 24055,

QOakland, California 94623

Dear Kurt, et al,

Enclosed find my Statements and Comments on EBMUD and Bureau
of Recleamation Draft Environmental Report dated October 1997. .

As you know .I have for several years suggested and promoted
a joint (EBMUD-ESJPA) supplemental water project using the
overdrafted ground water basin in eastern San Joaquin County
as a storage reservoir for part of that project. I still firmly
believe that such a joint project is the proper, environmentaly
and politically correct way go. I have also many times 't'old
all the parties that any water project in this area that "bi-
passed” eastern San Joaquin would not be acceptable to me or
to many of the residents in San Joaaquin County.

You will see.in the last paragraph of my Statements that I
am still optimistic that such a joint project is pogsible.
If EBMUD would commit all its extra unneeded water in all
years to a ESJPA "Comprehensive Water Project", I believe'chat
a prolonged "gridlocked" EBMUD water project could be avoided.
I would be most happy to meet and further discuss my suggested
ideas for a modified acceptable conjunctive water use project

with the parties.

I envision that ESJPA will commit and accept the responsibility
to exccute contracts for the needed water _and find the
financislly resources to develop the facilities that will
eventually provide all of the 300,000 acre feet of surface water
needed for the overdrafted groundwater basin. I also envision
that EBMUD will be needed as a partner with ESJPA in only about
half of this suggested “Comprehensive Water Project™.

Very truly yours,

T Tt lﬂcu/% 20l

Joe J. Waidhofer, DVM

ind54-1
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Stateaents & Comments of Joe J, Waidhofer D.V.M.
on the Draft Environmantal Report
Drafted by East Bay Municipal Utility District &
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

December 18, 1997

I have reviewed the two volumes of this document (DEIR) dated October
1997 proposing the contracting of East Bay Municipal Utility District
(EBMUD) with U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for about 150,000 acre
feet of BOR controlled American River Water. I find that this document
does not address all the laws that are necessary to meet the state
and federal laws governing proposed supplemental surface water supply
projects in California,

The BOR is a partner with EBMUD in this Supplemental Water Supply
Project and it is my opinion that the BOR is subject to the "Area
of Origin" and "Watershed Protection” water laws in the Califorsia
State Water Code [#11460 & 210505}, Therefore, I believe that BOR
must discuss and tell how they will comply with these laws in this
DEIR. The DEIR does not even mention anything on this subject.

§ 11460.

In the construction and operation by the departmient of any project under
the provisions of this part a watershed or area wherein water originates, or an
area immediately adjacent thereto which ean conveniently be supplied with
water therefrom, shall not be deprived by the department directly or indirect-
ly of the prior right to all of the water reasonably required to adequately
supply the beneficial needs of the watershed, area, or any of the inhabitants
or property owners therein.

§ 10505.

No priority under this part shall be rel d nor assig; made of any
application that will, in the judgment of the board, deprive the county in
which the water covered by the application originates of any such water
necessary for the development of the county.

For the present day Sacramento BOR bureaucrats and the present EBMUD
staff and consultants I will briefly review my observations of some
of the past half century water overdraft history and past BOR
commitments, policies and obligations to the overdrafted groundwater
in eastern San Joaquin County (sJc). I believe that the BOR must

overdrafted groundwater basin as well as to how this relates to how

it must obey the "Area of Origin Laws" when contracting to export
BOR water to a water provider out of such an overdrafted basin,

(1]



History of the overdrafted groundwater basin in 8JC

First: After World War II, the Sacramento and n

officials proposed to Cangress that the BOR be provsi%ed J:iag;itnhng::;y
to build the Folsom Dam in eastern Sacramento County for floo:
protection and additional surface water for the city of Sacramento
and at the same time construct the Folsom-South Canal all the wa
to Lone Tree Creek in southern SJC to use the extra sStorage watel
from Folsom Lake for the overdraft basin that was developing in eastern
San Joaquin County. From this early mid-century time it was
understood by by all parties that the American River was 'and would
be eastern San Joaquin's "Area of Origin Water”. This was the opinions
and conclusions drawn by the federal and state water agencies since
most of the Mokelumne River water had been developed by EBMUD and
most of the Stanislaus River water had been developed by Oakdale and
South San Joaquin Irrigation Digtricts.

New Melones Dam on the Stanislaus River had not even been proposed
at mid century. There are numerous BOR maps and reports drafted over
the next 50 years showing that “the Folsom-South Canal™ was committed
to supply SJC the addition 450,000 acre feet per year needed in eastern
SJC to combat this water overdraft condition. The U.S., BOR had assumed
the full responsiblity to provide this neeéded supplemantal surface
water to SJC from this federal funded water project. The SJC water
agencies (Stockton-East Water District, Central San Joaquin Water
‘Conservtion District and North San Joaquin Water Conversation) in
the early 1970's even negotiated contracts with the BOR for this water
that would be brought to SJC when the Folsom-South Canal was completed.
Some of these contracts were approved and signed by the water districes
and forwarded to the BOR in Washington D.C. for approval and
implementation.

Second: In the early 1960's a nuamber of newcommers showed up and
demanded much additional water from the American River to meet their
supplemental surface water fieeds, EBMUD put in a request for an
additional 150,000 acre feet per year and Sacramento Municipal Utility
Districe (SMUD) requested water for their proposed two nuclear power
units to be built in southeastrn Sacramento County. In order to
accomodate this and other additional requests, BOR added a newly
proposed Auburn Dam (this project now called the Folsom-Auburn-South
Canal Unit) to be built on the American River to provide this
additional storage water. At this time BOR also proposed that the
Hood-Clay Pump Back Facility be constructed and that an additional
storage reservoir (Clay Station Reservoir) be built in Sacramento

County.

Third: Howevér, about this time in the early 1970's when the Auburn
Dam construction had started, the U.S. Congress passed the
Environmantal Protection Act. The environmentalists (Save the American
River Association (SARA) and the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF),
etc.) immediately filed a suit [EDF vs STAM] against BOR to stop
construction "of the Auburn Danm. Construction stopped and this 1law

[2]
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suit then continued for over 20 years. The BOR continued to use
the overdrafted ground water - basin argument in San Juaquin County
to support its claim in the litigation [EDF vs STAM] that the Auburn
Dam was needed to produce extra storage water and that the Folsom-South
Canal was very necessary to meet this critical water shortage problem
in SJC, All during this time period, BOR continued to tell and remind
the San Joaquin water providers that they were in the "American River
Basin" and they would receive whatever supplemental surface water
they needed from this river through the Folsom-South Canal.

Fourth: Im the mid 1970's Congress approved the funds for the
construction of the New Melones Dam om the Stanislaus River. This
construction of the 1last big dam and water storage projects in
California moved forward in spite of the environmental law suits filed
against it. In the congressional act that authorized and later funded
New Melones Dam, the Sacramento bureaucarts of the BOR were given
the authority to define the boundary of the "Stanislaus River Basin"
where water allocations from this newly developed storage water
facility were to be awarded and distributed.

At this point it becomes obvious to the BOR that it could not remove
or transfer the water demands for the overdrafted groundwater basin
in San Joaquin County from its "American River Basin" because that
overdraft basin water requirment was needed "for the law suit” ro
prove their argument that Auburn Dam construction was necessary.

It also becomes obvious to the San Joaquin water agencies that the
BOR had become politically involved in an American River litigation
[{EDF va STAM] and. were not able to use fair and good judgment to make
decisions on defining the size, extent and use of the newly proposed
"Stanislaus River Basin". The BOR arbitarily eliminited all of the
overdrafted groundwater basin in San Joaquin County, which had been
in the Mid 1950's earmarked to be served with American River Water
through the Folsom-South Canal, from any consideration of placing
or transferring any of these water demands to the "Stanislaus River
Basin"”. This BOR decision took place even though the Stanislaus River
was the southern boundary of San Joaquin County and as much as 20
miles "closer to the overdrafted basin area. Thus the "Stanislaus
River Basin Boundary" was indirectly decided and politically drawn
by the BOR bureaucrats to be most advantageous to them in their Auburn
Dam [EDF vs STAM]} 1lawsuit, If the BOR would even hint that the
overdrafted basin irn San Joaquin County could even be partially
supplied by supplemental water from the New Melones Dam, the BOR
Sacramento bureaucrats feared that their pending Auburn Dam project
lawsuit would be lost. These political facts were common knowledge
and discussion among the water oriented people of that time.

Now in the mid 1990's we find that the BOR had dropped their proposed
extension of the Folson-South Canal Project into SJC and has also
arbitrarily removed itself from their longstanding commitments,
responsiblity and obligation to deliver or make available any of the
BOR's American River watetr allocation, "Area of Origin Water", to

[3]



the overdrafted groundwater basin in SJC. The BOR "Stanislaus River
Basin" document which was defined and drawn on the premise that a
"Folsom—-South Canal™ would be constructed and American River Water
would be supplied to water agencies in eastern San Joaguin County
which was never built and is no longer a BOR project, I ctherefore
believe that this present "Stanislaus River Basin Document™ is one
that was drawn on faulty assumptions, data and conclusions that never
happened, and therefore should no longer be accepted as a proper,

reasonable or legal document. I believe that any legal document

drawn and based on future fictitious facts that would later prove
to have never happened is a faulty document that should be reexamined,
corrected and redrawn properly by the parties.

And now to the questions which have been repeatedly asked. What river
basin does the eastern San Joaquin Couaty overdrafted groundwater
basin legally depend on to supply its full needed BOR controlled
supplemental surface "Area of Origin™ water?

First, I would like to remind all the parties and consultants that
the overdrafted water basin in eastern $JC has been carefully studied
and models run (Brown & Caldwell Study, Montogomery & Watson Study).
From these studies it was learned that the minimum amount of additional
surface water needed to prevent saline water intrusion and basin
destruction from water under the Delta and to maintain and use water
for Ag and M&I to support their present level of economic life, it
would need a minimum of 300,000 acre feet of supplemental surface
water per year, It is my opinion that the BOR must reserve and seek
ways to make at least 300,000 acre feet per year of BOR controlled
"Area of Origin" water to this overdrafted basin in SJC before it
even begins to think about exporting any BOR controlled water out
of this area of origin for use by parties out of this basin. It is
my belief that BOR and EBMUD must discuss this BOR Area of Origin
obligation to this overdrafted basin in this DEIR.

Finally, it is my opinion that a water project proposal by EBMUD
as described in this DEIR, "if modified" to make all excess unused
surface water, from the Mokelumne and America River sources that are
controlled or contracted for by EBMUD, available in all years to a
"Comprehensive Water Use Project™ by the East San Joaquin Parties
Water Authority for the goal to restore and conjunctively use this
overdrafted basimn, is possible. I also believe such a project would
be advantageous to all parties as well as having BOR comply with their
Area of Origin water obligation. This proposed "comprehensive water
use project” mentioned above should include at least 150,000 acre
feet of water per year from the BOR Stanislaus River supply and a
second 150,000 acre feet per year from the American and Mokelumne
excess EBMUD and BOR water supply to produce the 300,000 acre feet
needed by the overdrafted basin each year. Without a complete
discussion and mitigation of the. BOR Area of Origin water obligation
in this DEIR plus EBMUD making the necessary modifications and changes
in the DEIR, I feel that there will be several water agencies in SJC
that will 1legally challenge the EIR on several legal grounds.

[4]
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Joe J. Waidhofer, DVM

Ind54-1, Joe J. Waidhofer, DVM
Please see response to “Area of Origin” major issue in Chapter 3 of

this document.

Ind54-2, Joe J. Waidhofer, DVM '
Please see responses to “Area of Origin” and “San Joaquin
Conjunctive Storage” major issues in Chapter 3 of this document.
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Walter Watters

Ind55-1, Walter Watters
, EBMUD/USER Supplemental Waer Supply Project A daily schedule has not been developed. Delivery of water at
0 Comment Form Nimbus would be subject to the Hodge Decision regardless of the
0 : time of day.
~ D | . IndS5-2, Walter Watters
N : U ACToey s Wy . - e ’
A:::;' e = = p— - Dater 1= ¢ See the response to “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue in
City/State/ 2ip ey oo 2551 G PRI IS Chapter 3 of this document.

Organization (if applicable) _ L
Comments: % 3:.-1-23 [CEON PR o M—;.\\"&.J‘ \—Q)M j
bk sl Tl vt S T T m o e n
s T oy o—\\p\ W‘L \...,-54\_.., —.\j.:S( ey, o > sk
T S S SV
D AT < TRd 551

\\u; Q- Xk MM S‘\i ot [SENPING 7 S
a Sk »S} Q}"‘“’S.—)\':wz ,’(.‘\..,,_ T}“’T‘*‘“ s - _Ind55=2

A OONim |
N%

£

w

- comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS youcan: 1) Tum in
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadlire for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Final EIR/EIS
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

3948 Canon Avenue

Oakland, California 94602

January 2, 1998

Mr. Kurt Ladensack

Water Supply Improvements Division
East Bay Municipal Utility District
MS #305

Post Office Box 24055

Oakland, California 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

This 1s to encourage you to pursue negotiations for

a joint diversion facility with Sacramento, in
to minimize effects on the American River.

I would hope that whatever the outcome of this
you provide guarantees that the American River
be tapped only in seriously dry years and that
this source is used adequate steps be taken to
sufficient flows in the Mokelumne River and to
current water quality staqdards.

Meanwhile, it is important to continue conservation
measures, with whatever incentives or sanctions are ne-

cegsary to reduce water usage.
Sincerely, - -
O"%Je

Gail Weininger

order

planning
supply
when
ensure
maintain

Ind56-1

Ind56-2.

Response to Comments of Gail Weininger

Ind56-1, Gail Weininger

Estimated annual deliveries from the American River to EBMUD
under Alternatives 2 and 3 are shown in Figures 3-2 and 3-3 of the
1997 Draft EIR/EIS, respectively. The figures indicate that
EBMUD would take delivery of water in 58 of the 70 simulated
years under Alternative 2 and in 33 of the 70 simulated years
under Alternative 3. This information was used to help conduct
the environmental impact analysis. The actual amount and timing
of deliveries to EBMUD would be equal to or less than the amount
described in Chapter 3 of the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission approved the
Mokelumne River Settlement Agreement, which provides for
annual releases to the Mokelumne River from Camanche Reservoir
based on water-year type.

Ind56-2, Gail Weininger ,
EBMUD has an aggressive water conservation and reclamation
program. This program is described on page 1-7 of the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Table 8-1 lists the comments received for which the “Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline Routing” major
issue response applies. Copies of these comment letters are included following Table 8-1.

Table 8-1: Comments Received Regarding Kiefer Boulevard Pipeline Routing

3/17/98  iNorman Askew .{Rosemont Business, Mail Boxes Etc. Ind 57
3/1/98 C. Barnes Rosemont Resident Ind 58
12/10/97 |[Robert R. Dean Rosemont Resident Ind 59
3/12/98  |Chelsae Hackney Rosemont Resident Ind 60
2/8/98 Harlyn Hill Rosemont Resident Ind 61
2/10/98  |Mr. & Mrs. L.F. Macon Rosemont Residents Ind 62
2/8/98 Robert Meline Rosemont Resident Ind 63
3/1/98 Glenelle Romack Rosemont Resident Ind 64
12/16/97 [Willard J. Schulz Rosemont Resident Ind 65
1/4/98 Cheryl Terpak Rosemont Resident Ind 66
EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-183 Final EIR/EIS
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MANL. BOXES ETC. 9175 Kiefer Bivd., Sacramento, CA 95826

March 17, 1898

Kurt Ladensack

C/o East Bay Municipal Uthity Distrct
P.O. Box 24055

Oakiand, CA 84623

Dear Sir:

| am a business owner In the Rosemont Shopping Center on Kiefer Bivd., directly adjacent io where the
EBMUD is planning to consiruct the pipefine.

This fetter is 1o protest this plan to buiid this pipeiine immediately in front of my business. | have no
doubt that should this construction go forth, along the IGefer Bivd, Conidor, it wilt put me, and a number
of other businessaes in the area, out of business.

As can be seen, by the number of vacant storefronts in the Rosemont Shopping Center, businesses in
this area are already struggling to survive. | truly believe that the project that EBMUD plans to
undertake along Kiefer Bivd, will certainly spell disaster for many businesses, which are currently only
able to barely make ends meet.

Others are protesting this undentaking by the EBMUD, and offering & number of solutions, which would
satisfy their concems. While | can undersiand their concems about water quality, safety, appearance of
the Kiefer Bivd. Corridor, or even a grant to the Rosemont High School project, or another community

the greatest concem | have is the faiure of my business, and many other businesses, adjacent

project,
to this planned project.

In my opinion, the only negotiable point is for the EBMUD to refocate this project to another location,
perhaps along Jackson Road south of the population, and business district of Rosemont.

Sincerely,

Ind57-1
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March 1lst, 1998

Kurt Ladensack

c/o East Bay Municipal District
P.O. Box 24055

Oakland. CA 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack

I am a resident of Rosemont and I am writing to voice my
objection to the laying of a pipeline in the middle of our
community. If this pipeline is absolutely necessary, then I
suggest you take it down the Jackson Highway, or better still,
away from this area.

The route presently suggested will obviously cause a great deal

of hardship for the businesses on Keifer Boulevard and also concern
for the parents of young children who must cross this street at
least twice daily.

During the last two years we residents have been forced to

fight the proposed installation of a garbage truck storage

site, which would have backed up to residences, and the building

of a large welfare office. In both instances more appropriate
locations were available., It certainly appears the same situation
applies here. Explore other alternatives and stay away from Keifer

Blvd.

We are proud of our community and will continue to fight any and all
bureaucrats who attempt to lower the standards we have set for it.

Sincerely
Giper 2
C. BARNES

3101 Brasilia Court
Sacramento, CA 95826

Ind58-1
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental ater Supplu Project
Comment Form

0

Name: .Koﬁ'-"f R. [ean - Date: [Rsember 10, 199 7
Address BI72 Clen Alder Way
City/State/ Zip ~2a.Cramedln CA 95926 Phone/Fax (2£4) 363 - ¥4 ¢

Organization (if applicable) .
Comments: onal X tear; vefer BivdA. :
My, 2eh'n oY, as/deretion Ind598-1
hould ' v/ e 2. v :
ny Py ‘" 7 Dyd] meon ¥
‘Aentiaf ar v £ 4 T ma Some wha !
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ggrfacc', costs ravld be Tr/'mmed é)g lay;ng The :
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ALpe oa
be neeessary and_any needed repalrs ' fetere yeews

every Time &g/m'r necds Tg_ic_mjg).‘

S emo rTy  velve exd| w
e preposed Ui ireline pros'ect weold
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hey depre y hoods [Slease focus
on The 2 Ve t afternats o
't mafe he mosT sense,

To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tum in
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
I.adensldt, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakliand, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December 8-189

public meetings. The deadline for submitting mzs is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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March 12, 1998

Kurt Ladensack

¢/o East Bay Municipal Utility District
P.O. Box 24055

Oakland, CA 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack,

{ am a resident of the Sacramento County community of Rosemont. I oppose

EBMUB's plan to build a pipeline through the heart of our community. This Ind60-1
project would cause major difficulties for Rosemont residents and obvious
hardships for the businesses that would Girectly affected by the construction.
This would be a dangerous project for our community in terms of afr pollution
and heavy construction equipment as well as an annoying problem in terms of

noise pollution.

1 amn also concerned about traffic. I live on Sutters Gold Drive, which is the most
dircct route into Roscmont off of Watt Avenue, after Kiefer Blvd. Sutters Gold
Drive is a residential strect with a 25 mile per hour speed limit. If the flow of
traffic on Kiefer Bivd.is disrupted, this could seriously increase traffic on Sutters
. Gold. This would create an extremely dangerous situation for the families in the

arca.

Until acceptable milagation measures are in place, 1 will not support EBMUB's
proposed pipeline project and will help in the efforl to block it.

Sincerely,

Chelsae Hackney
8912 Sutters Gold Drive
Sacramento, California 95826

Capy to:

Supervisor Don Nottoli

700 H Street

Room 2450

Sacramento, California 95814 ] .
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February 8, 1998

Kurt Ladensack

c/o East Bay Municipal Utitity District
P. O.Box 24055

Oakland, CA. 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack,

| am a resident of Rosemont. This letter is to protest EBMUD's|
pian to build a pipeline through the heart of our community. Not only will
this be very disruptive, but it will also cause undue hardships on our|
local businesses. We are also concerned about additional pollutants
being added to our already poliuted air as well as the presence of open
pits in a community of children.

Rosemont remains willing to discuss a Kiefer Blvd. route, but only
on the following four conditions: (1) a badly needed upgrade of Kiefer
Bivd. from an appearance and safety standpoint is done at the same time
(Sacramento County must be a partner in this), (2) a strategy is in place
to minimize impacts on Kiefer Bivd. merchants and to compensate for lost
business, (3) a full exploration of the need for an alternative to well water
in Rosemont -and Rancho Cordova areas based on a smaller pipefine to
carry treated drinklng water which would be laid in conjunction with the
larger transport pipe fine, and (4) for those adverse impacts which don't
have a direct mitigation, a grant to be made to the Rosemont ngh School

project or another community fproject.

A check with Sacramento County officials will verify that the
Rosemont community has been very successful in blocking actions
which are not in the community’s best interest. it is hoped that a
satisfactory solution to this problem , which will certainly impact this area
and community, can be achieved.

Sincerely,
Harlyn Hili * Copy to:
3458 Rosemont Dr. Supervisor Don Nottoli

700 H Street, Room 2450

Sacramento, Calif. 95826
Sacramento, Calif. 95814

Ind61-1
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atcched to leMer of Same dade

February, 1998

|
Knrtladaln;‘k !
c/o East Bay unicipal Utility District

PO. Box 24055 !
Onkland, CA 94623 :
Dear Mr. Ladensack, !
1 am a resident of Rosemont, This letter is to protest |
EBMUD's plan to build a pipeline through the heart of our |
I community. Not only will this be very disruptive, but it will I

also cause undue hardship on our local businesses. We are

| also concerned about additional pollutants being added to |
] our already polluted air and open pits in a community of |

: R ins willing to dis a Kiefer Blvd. route, :
[ but only on four conditions: (1) a badly needed upgrade of 1
Kiefer Blvd. from an appearance and safety standpoint is
done at the same time (Sacramento County must be a part- |
f ner in this), (2) a strategy is in place to minimize impacts on {
| Kiefer Bivd. h and to comp for lost business, |
] (3) a full exploration of the need for an alternative to well |
water in the R and Rancho Cordova areas based an
| the pipeline or a ller pipeline laid at the same time to |
| carry treated drinking water, and (4) for those adverss im- |
| pacts which don't have a direct mitigation, a grant be made ]
] toﬂ:eRmanontHighSdmolprujectoranothermnunil,\-
i project/activity.

prepared
| four conditicns above, then, to paraphrase a popular sang,
| you are invited to “take your pipeline somewhere else otlicr
| than through the heart of our community” You should also
i check with Sacramento County officials to verify that
Rosemant has a very suceessful track record of blocking nc-

]

1
|
|
|
|
|
tions which are not in the comm‘unity‘s'best interest. :
|
|
|
|
1

i
U
Sincerely,
signature | Y Copy to:
print name (277 Supervisor Don Notali
address 700 H Street, Room 2450
S CA 9562 Sacramento, CA 85814
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Robert Meline
4330 Rosecrest Way
Sacramento, CA 95826

February 8, 1998

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD

PO Box 24055
Qakland, CA 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack

The proposed EBMUD major construction project through the middle of the Rosemont Ind
Community is disturbing. It will have a major impact on the residents of Rosemont and nd63-1

those who work in Rosemont.

The main points that [ consider important have been listed in a letter that has been
circulated in our neighborhood. I have attached a copy.

Please consider other locations for this project or work with the community of Rosemont
for reaching a mutually beneficial arrangement.

Sincercly,

[l Metme

Robert Meline

attachment
cc:Supervisor Don Nottoli
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March lst, 1998

Rurt Ladensack

¢/o East Bay Municipal District
P.O.  Box 24055

Oakland. CA 94623

Dear Mr. Ladensack

I am a resident of Rosemont and I am writing to voice my
objection to the laying of a pipeline in the middle of our
community. If this pipeline is absolutely necessary, then I

- guggest you take it down the Jackson Highway, or better still,
away from this area.

The route presently suggested will obviously cause a great deal

of hardship for the businesses on Keifer Boulevard and also concern
for the parents of young children who must cross this street at
least twice daily.

During the last two years we residents have been forced to

fight the proposed installation of a garbage truck storage

site, which would have backed up to residences, and the building

of a large welfare office. In both instances more appropriate '
locations were available. It certainly appears the same situation
applies here. Explore other alternatives and stay away from Keifer
Blvd.

Me are proud of our ~cmmunity and will continue to fight any and all
bureaucrats who attempt to lower the standards we have set for it.

[ & ‘3»104<~=JE_

GLENELLE ROMACK
4201 Rosecrest Way
Sacramento, CA 95826

Sincerely

Ind64-1 !
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A EBMUD/USBR Supplementat Water Supply Project
‘J Comment Form
0
" Name: [t)lLLl ad J Sehulz Date: AZg (6 (997

address._ 224d Rosement i
City/State/Zip Phone/Fax {(D/ts) 363-1974 ’

Organization (if applicable) 2 T /.
& — AR ]

Comments: Artl. Qo 12w A N / o VI :
Y 0 rhe AbeieTinn Lo comeens Leeatih 8ol 900 | INdB5-1

(s AL A 8:0.8 -

' ’ 8-201
To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumn in /’/ )

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt

Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December

public meetings, The deadline for submitting comments is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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EBMUD/USER Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form

0

Name: C.hcr\:l 4. h’;rnﬁlﬁ

Addnssjﬁj_ﬂ&mw
City/State/Zip M‘Ll’hone/l’ax

¢
Date: JAMI.'.A.E)I_:LL‘{’X
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To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in
your comment form d today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, PO Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public gs. The deadline for submitti ts is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Table 8-2 lists the comments received for which the “C Street Pipeline Routing” major issue
response applies. Copies of these comment letters are included following Table 8-2.

Table 8-2: Comments Received Regarding C Street Pipeline Routing

1/9/98 Joseph G. Agosta JSacramento Resident Ind 67
2/1/98 Vincent B. Bezdecheck Sacramento Resident Ind 68
1/7/98 Dale Bosley Sacramento Resident Ind 69
3/18/98 |Diane C. Brown Sacramento Resident Ind 70
2/16/98  |Mr. & Mrs. A. Cano Sacramento Residents , Ind 71
1/7/98 James Chambers Sacramento Resident Ind 72
1/7/98 Susan Covey Sacramento Resident Ind 73
1/11/98 |Elizabeth Davis Sacramento Resident Ind 74
1/7/98 Mary Anne Davis Sacramento Resident Ind 75
2/13/98  |Olga Dural Sacramento Resident Ind 76
2/10/98  |Ann Fry Sacramento Resident Ind 77
2/10/98  |Randall Hartley Sacramento Resident Ind 78
1/11/98 |Charles Klein Sacramento Resident Ind 79
2/12/98  [David and Kathleen Sacramento Residents Ind 80
Koontz
2/10/98  |Dale Kooyman Sacramento Resident Ind 81
1/9/98 Hal McMillen Sacramento Resident Ind 82
2/13/98  |Susan Poirier-Klein Sacramento Resident Ind 83
1/17/98  [Ray Reid Sacramento Resident Ind 84
2/17/98  |Nora Rodriguez Sacramento Resident Ind 85
1/14/98  |Robert F. Sewell Sacramento Resident Ind 86
2/11/98  |Maria Sgromo Sacramento Resident Ind 87
2/11/98  |Vito Sgromo Sacramento Resident Ind 88
1/7/98 Traci Soward Sacramento Resident Ind 89
2/10/98  |Betty Travis Sacramento Resident Ind 90
1/12/98 |Patricia Turse Sacramento Resident Ind 91
2/13/98  |Dean F. Unger Sacramento Business Ind 92
Owner/Resident
2/10/98 [Frances M. Villanueva Sacramento Resident Ind 93
1/7/98 Mollie Wasemiller Sacramento Resident Ind 94
1/11/98 [Lillian Watters Sacramento Resident Ind 95
2/9/98 Joe Wolfenden Sacramento Resident Ind 96
1/10/98 [Katie Zarzana Sacramento Resident Ind 97
2/7/98 Diana S. Zuniga Sacramento Resident Ind 98
2/9/98 Robert P. Zuniga Sacramento Resident Ind 99
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project 8-206 Final EIR/EIS



0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form

0

Name: er4 (o Aoesra Date: [~ 9-9&
address,__ 3340~ "C 57 :
City/State/Zip —ox272 C2. 958/ & Phone/Eax _J/b- #5/P=229/
Organization (if applicable) - . N
Comments: £ Ao 2 : g
| Ind67-1
i
;
[
I
"
[
o cominent on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you car: 1) Turn in
* . your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December 8-207

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January ;D’ 1998. Thank you for your input.
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6 EAMUD/USER Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form _.
0
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##your comiment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD), attn: Kurt. .
f@hdenud:. PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
Ilc meeﬁngs. 'l'hc deadlisie for submitting comments is ]-u-ﬂ—gﬂﬂs Thank you for your input.
TE&!
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b EBMUD/USBA Supplemental Water Supply Project R™""ewo
‘ _Comment Form A\ AN 91998

ATER S Y PR, et

e _DALE Bopstes =/ 7,/9%6
address. 232 C Sr7==7-

City/State/ 2ip ZkITLHINZXN TV £ piloie 06 (G/8) 45739
Organization (if applicable) z . .
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L@ podind Ind69-1
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To.comment on the EEMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Froject Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumin -~ o

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EEMUD, attn: Kurt . :.

. Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA '94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December -, 8-211
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January §, 1998. Thank you for your input. . . .. ’ "~
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o - Ao NO7 rer & 10 e Aicery (P L rart
0 EBHUD/USER Supplementalater Supply Poject AL EASE Loate o olloeilee o oy
Comment Form . sty L bl Tty 7 AR @M 4
Name: D LANE é gﬂddzf-} Date: 3,// 3,/; o . . .
3/2le & Sypeer Pbns ,4%/47,&?2,44% 2o 2 e P, /Qéx:z_

Address;

City/State/ Zip SACLAHENTE, (0 PTR/E Phone/Fax L. DLl 500 PO o7 peiin e’ 2 Loy S Lo

Organization (if applicable) ..
' ; ‘ Ind70-1 | _

RECEIVED
— MAR 2 01398
10 comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tum in 8-213 120
. _ WATER SUPPLY IMPHUVEMENTS

your comment form during todays meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December

mblic meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February-17,1998: Thank you for your input.
P ¢ Y s P
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Kurt Ladensack

EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055

MS #30S

Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Cecil Lesley

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Central California Area Office
7794 Folsom Dam Road

Folsom, CA 95630

Re: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Gentlemen: |nd71 -1 :

= .. - ' ) ,; T .
fonel A, I ol - ‘_:t"., ._..): ‘674‘7!/&('(\‘_0_, i

i .

? A
R . Pty
AN CLNG _Afr‘ )
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O SRS Sy e @

Comment Farm

Name: ~J(lw.5 GAQMLM'} Date: l/‘l/ﬁg
Address 1T Q. Styeef™
City/State/zip Shccameds (A 458N pone/raxlqit) H43-2820
Organization (if applicable)_MA ' ‘ N
vComments: j:‘“'\w'\‘ C:v\u.ww-n_ok ook Hho pwy;osaJ by%g_.—l_ 1
The coshncdion el ao Lol o | domenst {la
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I sl Sl s Al ggl ./\\'“—\e wial e Aark —
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To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Drat EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turnin
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your writter. comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt - - 8217
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the Decembﬂ'
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January ’0’ 1998. Thank you for your input.
>
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o EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply PfﬂlECf
Comment Form
. _DUSAN  (ove pate: 1:71-4%
address;__ 2189 C __stret

cw/smmpmwmwﬁﬂﬁ&@ﬁm—* Tt

Organization (if apphcable)

Ind73-1

- A - On K
N ? <L)
.,

NP Moy Nighf 0ulddy mny Nove. ‘1»‘1. 2Py,
4]

4..1-_‘ll

To comment on ﬁ EEMUD-USBR. Supplemenhl Water Snyply iject Draft EIR/ EIS ¥
- ; ynurmnmtformduﬂngwday’s meeting: z)MyonrwrimncommntshoEBMUD attn: Kurt n'ier
- 1. Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Qakland, CA’94623-1055; 3)Makeaverb|lstatemmtatdteDece’

: public meeﬁngs The deadline for submitting comments is January 3, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project a
Comment Form 0

Name: 67&:»&(675 /é!uu;v_ Date: 4/ 7/e5

Addeess____ 3s39 S5 St :

City/State/Zip L. CH_Isvie Phone/Fax ___5/¢_ 44 ~87¢ X

Organization (if applicable) i /

Comments: o2 7251 ez frey - 1 Zean, 2 _
be: e v/ . &- B} hiias ALeat- J-f lnd7471
A ssnag AL C STpect 1t FAe /)ds“sa_.(zz.lz?% |
z;# _ /pm-&f LA //A{:.th'fi'ijjl ¢ Thseae sz CJF

g
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‘o comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in 8-221
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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 ERMUDUSHR Supplemental aterSugpy Project @
‘9 Comment Form

Name: A0 A DAV S, oue _4/114E

adwess_ 3/Q9 D SV.
City/state/zip —SAC . LA F5E/6  pronesrax 444~ £546 2.

Organization (if applicable) _ /D4 A/4 , !

Comments: W_M._J
'mtbswemm O Hat 1o

T : — |

4 b = !

[\

- To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumn in” _

your comment form during toddy’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt

Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December 8_223
- 'public meetings. The deadline for submiiting comments is January ; 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form 0
Name: Mf/ Date: _&/3&1
Address; SSEB L S~
City/State/Zip _maMmme/m L2 2T

Organization (if applicable) ___ 4

Comments:

._f‘&LZm__M__dmmmLé/ L |
' Ind76-1
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-+ comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumn in 8-225
your comument form during today’s mieeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attri: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.



8-226



0 EBHUD/USER Supplemental Hater Supply Project
Comment Form

G

Name: Y MA Fa, : ' Date: 2/n [0
pddess 2L 23 95 T/
City/staerzip 28, OF QGKIL -k phone/Fex (U HHY 8 £ 7
Organization (if applicable)
Comments:’ K Ui "\ 18154 Oﬁﬂ/&% L do Y)Lé e 4
b\;'q;{ﬁh m.Y'e/ wden  C “S‘ﬂ‘a-&eﬁ; ')’)lfevue Cossider
i rsh “':'».‘3 sy Reed L-"“Iha‘ihg (v M sungowd iy
et igh o basds ' '
' T hanK STC
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T commént o the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you a7 1) Tumin

: Kurt’
comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, atint
{:‘;rmack PO. Box 24055,GM5 3{5, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
meshalin emontinoe. The dezdline for submitting comments xg%s, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Marshall Scheot Itighban heut Assac. . | Ind77-1
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BED & BREAKFAST INN:

February 10, 1998 :
!

Kurt Ladensack
EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055

MS 305

Qzkland, CA 94623-1055

RE: EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project

Dear Mr. Ladensack:

This letter is in regards to the EBMUD digging up C Street fn Sacramento to install a
water line.

You are probably aware that C Street is a designated truck route. While you are working
on C Street, the trucks will have to use other streets. Most of the trucks will most |nd78—1
certainly use G and H Streets because they are major throughways in the neighborhood.

My business is at the corner of 22™ and G Streets and the increase in truck traffic will
cause a significant noise problem and more difficult driving for my guests and me.

Since your project will have a negative impact on our neighborhood I would like to
suggest that EBMUD consider financing a better part of our neighborhood lighting
project. I believe most of us would be most appreciative and remember how generous

EBMUD was to us.

If you have any questions or need further information, please let me know.
Cordially,

Randall Hartley
Owner

@ ‘ 8-229

700 TWENTY SECOND STREET - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95816-4012
TELEPHONE: 916-447-7829 - TOLL-FREE 1-800-831-5806 + FACSIMILE: 9164471820 !
EMAIL: randy @hartlaytiouse .com ¢ INTERNET: hitn/hewe harleyhouse com
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
: Comment Form

0

Name: C—‘\au le, [Kiein ' Date: — Jae . TENILT
Address; __ 2193 0 Sive.t '

City/State/Zip Seccapg i CA _950il Phone/Fax (Gm_) 322 - (Ppp
Organization (if applicable) i 4.
Comments: =L £ At b mnie s Ko sk I

» W4 a.b..; C _Se . Oy el a—

A et g . atas . J‘-.«,E—;—Jl.m(jg‘gd
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prpalin p by s nsilood to okt ol oy i sy 10
" 4 . C %fﬁ# b ooy e o b oo
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- comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumin -
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EEMUD, attn: Kurt _ . -
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form

Name: David an n Koontz

Date: February 12, 1998
Address: 3158 C Street e Februa g
City/State/Zip Sacra o Phone/Fax: 4483445

Organization (if applicable) none

Comments: Ve ji

utiful, o 2 4 vij ade in the sy whi u e d_noise

t tive by following the railroad tracks and o ity dump. e also realize uld

w prob oing over t feel there a a ted engineers involved

To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you
can: 1) Turn in your comment form during today's meeting: 2) Mail your written

« comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-
1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December public meetings. The deadline for
submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Ind80-1



Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

EBMUD Supplemental Water-Supply Project - 8234 ' " Final EIR/EIS



‘) EBMUDUSER Supplemental Water Supply Project C
Comment Form |
Name: DaLE Kooy man Date: _Eulr 10, 1998
Address,_ S0l 254 S :

City /State/ ZipS-ALLAMENTY 2 S‘&/,Sl Phone/Fax :&&:}Lwi

Organization (if applicable) 4 4 SS4C. (24
Comments: T 746 (. STRELT pPTion 15 CHoSfA, 27

wille fa, ¥ 31 0F2RSLHE 7 A/ 8
' 'Rbﬂagm”i&__ ¢ BuSnibes nFR1bwlombtogo( “TROU - MANLE TRuchc
Foom_© STREET pyte Stazian (T0 J4f RES|OEAITioA—
ABUHBL/IV0S AL Al [bysac 1F BE Oex ¢ anbafD T
M(.vll}uzﬁ Tht_ LovFalon, wh n D oM Xouw AL
Spo v As BSSiLel [ eIt a b /5"/‘ Z /ﬂtumd [—béé/l'&!)
 Zo Zustri STREE 7L T To REoct p457 " TRucsc,
ACCLnbng | 2750 wWIR. frosrsn Ay # 7D L7 m:.mez.sa
oy e 7o e Zitern cody I THh D8C 7RIS JoahT
)s _bgsén O THE cry/f LI 7378 Joit LLUGH TIVG- [0t
JeAK T2 £ Sk v A fre C SEr putnE TRE TRA_
wlly, AL Leniacly pybezin, Tus fusu touin AL

AL 8d Excensng Puslicizy, Goonwlit ftstunlt M7
Wouir) CEvuckh R 1o o NEGATLE SRLLW Touits

 Zuls Pl e TH#s7 wow EviIs. LiGis 5/&%.&&'{
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Ind81-1

EM 7o 7HE C S7 /’//4/.?7%74’:‘4

To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Pxoyect Draft EIR/EIS you can: l) ‘Ihrn no.
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt . n
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a veibal statement at the Deeember

8-235

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments I 1998. Thank  you for your lnput. ;
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G | EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Nater Supply Project X
Comment Form

HAL MCMILLEN
Name: __. 3157 D Street Date: —/zglL
Address; '
City/State/Zip Phone/Fax 444 '/ 4f2-£31
Organization (if applicable) /.
Comments: J

L webt o T pse RE O Stz£er RYPAsS  [Ind82-1
PPond 2 i PELINE ., T~ PRtEeT—

STRONGLY TD —TZResle UP ¢, Srecir for The.

IR TAUATION . ' ‘
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Y 4
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To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS youcan: 1) Turn in

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt :

Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January J, 1998. Thank you for your input. 8-237
30
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Susan Pairier-Klein
3143 C Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

February 13, 1998

EBMUD

P.O. Box 24055

MS 305

Oakland, CA 94623-1055

Dear Mr. Kurt Ladensack,

| am writing regarding the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Draft ERI/EIS. |am a home owner on C Street in Sacramento. Your proposal to put | |nd83-1
your pipeline under C Street is UNACCEPTABLE to me, especially since you have
other aiternatives available. C Street is already overburdened. Plus your digging it
up to put in the pipeline would cause me to lose my shade trees and use of my front
yard which | do not want to do. .
After attending several meetings about this project, | urge you to accept the
C Street By Pass Option and the Lower Ametican River Intake Alternative 5.

Sincerely,

oo fEin it

Susan Poirier-Kiein -

8-239
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0 EBMUD/USBR SupplementalWater Supply Project *

Comment Form
Name: <Al RE/D Date: _£=/7-52
Address; 38 Lup/ne winy
City/State/ Zip Nc‘/- Cw PS589 Phone/Fax . 24& 457 -~3/a2

Organization (if applicable)

Comments: 22 0ormmeard Ugsion g 7'4.; ol LJ;L_DI Ind84-1

OP7f o n '/. Lo  Fhe /4
S7Reer /s uRes j!/f»»gﬂ‘uv O UIFLr S fr D | o
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0

I‘ooommentonﬂ'zeEBMUD-USBRSupplemenu] Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in 8-2471
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt

Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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| . oy Gl il lodobe,
Kurt Ladensack ' « '7; : .
EBMUD .
P.O. Box 24055
MS #305 ’ rd
Oakland, CA 94623-1055 .
Cecil Lesley ' s :% Z j 7%

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Central California Area Office ' #JJ 35 ﬁ , , .

7794 Folsom Dam Road

:::'oz;ﬂuczluzzzszupplemental Water Supply Project | | W »@f
Gentleme 5 ’ 7&?/?
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‘J ~ EBMUD/USER Supplemental ater Supply Project .

Comment Ferm
Name: ?0._/"7 £ S"V‘// Date: / r/4 Q
Address: 32&/ "c." ir / & jeo, evdy » :r)
City/State/zip ~SACT0 , Ca. 58/6 Phoneﬁax ¥¥3-8026
Organization (if applicable) 3p /V /9 ,.
Comments: " ey [ 4 : BerdT; @ _Mas, ger rhe ;mpa
OF ou dec sives on ' ey _gencrifioy, foven e Troqupis er;-
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Yo comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplementnl Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January 5, 1998. Thank you for your input.

Ind86-1
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- O EBMUD/JSBR Supplemental Water Supply Project s
Comment Form
v |

Name: ta Sqpomo Date: Z/M /is« |
Address,_ ) [ i"‘\ Sd.,
City/state/zip — 0L Q-9 G516 Wb prone f3W 44D (51777 !
Organization (if applicable) Mas ha il S'(waL A/‘em('lbath Ind87-1
Commenss: __Pleesse cowsider | éu\\u-m otaced Ly :
AT uou deade b th“ gFgF usehen Q ﬁm( :
» ! M‘L

'-|¢s

" commment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt -
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3)Makeaverba!smementatﬂxebecembet

public meeﬁngs. The deadlme for subnu!ting comments l%]ms 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USBR SupplementalWater Supply Project Ina
Comment Form 0 88

Name: V. &1 C7‘1 Y] — ‘ Date: 2‘/" s

Address: 7 { [ F)*B:H O)'T ! ‘

Citg/suateszip 29L (A GSOIHNC  phone/rax (2) 2 (€ 1T '
Organization (if applicable) /‘\’\C\M\u“ S han L lN;i-! L\‘)wLLumJ* 'A‘i,rac_ .

Comments:

TF aau Mﬁa«r)'f)(ld\m'L sclecide o
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0

To comment on the EBMUD-USER Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tum in

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt 8-249
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Makea verbal statement at the December

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is ms, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project @

Comment Form

0

N 1 P | e L[ (90
adgess 240 (O S, J !
.l@rt/A'— Phone/Fax ’@ﬂ—?l ?«3

City/State/Zip
Organization (if applicable) 4
Comments: : . ) ‘D
' HiA- TR fingse.q
Lee. dhs O < Bypass C s

I

nsRed & C Q-i
~lhele qe %and ey Tlerg

commznt on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemennl Water Supply Prqect Draft E[R/Els you can: 1) 'mm in B 8-251
i'yourcommmtfomduﬁngtoday'smeeﬂng: 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt -
3 Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 946234055, 3) Make a verbal statement at the December

public meetinp The deadlln: for submitting comments is January §, ;D 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USER Supplemental Water Supply Project ,
Commet Form |

.

Name: __Serry Travss Date:
Address,__ R222 ( Street

City/State/ Zip ~24c e2 1) (A 9586 prione/pans6) #43- 1735~

Organization (if applicable) bvaid_far, i bosfboee! fssocralrn .

Comments: __4 2
- st Koo Ind90-1

Cde, Stud are b ic Preservadion Qrue. .
Ma‘..ﬁhuzéiu»_ge%u Mgk bor hood- "

16 comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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0 EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form 0
Name: _Tg}m'a; "-’;6‘ Date: ——LLIJ-J.Q-&—

Address,_3104 D 2+
City/State/Zip —20cvpmerdn , CA  95%6  Phone/Fax N/a

Organization (if applicable)

Comments: 1]

Ind91-1
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0

> comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tum in 8-255
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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_ EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
0 Comment Form

0

2/13/98

Dean F. Unger Date:

]
Name:
Address;. 700 Alhambra Blvd.

Sacramento, CA 95816

Phone/Fax _{916) 443-5747/443-5534

City/State/Zip -
Organization (if applicable) ___Dean F. Unger, AIA, Inc., Architects Q f
1 nean :
Comments: One of our employees lives at 3148 "C" Street, and she is on In d92- 1
crutches and provides us with computer services from her home office. The
demolition of C street‘would diminish her availability. C Street is a
.t classic example of cottage type homes in a mature tree shaded environment,
To endanger this environment when alternate routes are available, would
be disruptive, foolish and potentially harmfull.
(
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8-257

s Proj £t EIR/EIS you can: 1) Turn in
To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supp!) Project Dral y '
your comment furm during taday’s meeting; 2) Mail ;'m::, ;;rll::;:r\“ co:u:‘e:trz :l) ngg&la;:.:'.‘fgzmmw
k 5 d, CA 94623-1055; ake
Ladensack, PO. Bux 24055, MS 305, Oaklan ek e Toann yons for pos np

1o Bt sevantinee Tha e Hine fir submitting conunents is Fe
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‘) EBMUD/USBA Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form

NM&MMLX&MQ Date: a ’7({
Address; D\ \S™= ST APHFZ

City/State/Zip B AM (69508 prone/pax L6 418-128

Organization (if applicable) 2~
Comiments: D’\ h&ﬁ/ﬁ(jl\ ~M\L UMQI’AS QC 'n‘i /G1~U‘d$ ”\‘"‘.L w

amDL around QS‘f e

)

Ind93-1

L 16 4‘4 Yol

3 comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can 1) Tumn in 8-259

comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your wrltﬁen conunents to EB]

your
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA )Makeaverbnlstatemmtatﬂ\eDeeember
P . The deadline for submitting comments is Februm'y 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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C | EBMUB/USBA Supplemental Water Supply Project @
CommentForm
Name: MQLUL_M%'I 'm’ Da'te: 4IJ' ! 98

address DB C STeaht
City/State/Zip DAL .. Cbc . QS Lo Phone/Fax AU 2A o515

Organization (if applicable) : .
Comments: MMMMM Ind94-1

Al D oF C SHeat™, , . . o
Kim Sy .
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8-261

o comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can; 1) T
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt_~
Ladensiick, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make'a verbal statement at the De
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is Iqﬂnar)'rsfé 1998. Thank you foryour inf
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‘J EBMUD/USBR Supplementai Water Supply Project
Commentform

Name: [ ] / /IM A)A»f/kn p) Date: ___/=U/"%

Address; 324] ' heat—
City/State/ Zip — 2B baamerdD Phone/Fax
Organization (if applicable) : ,
- Comments: E
Ind95-1
L
v
To comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumnin 8963

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kust
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is January 3’6 1998. Thank you for your input.
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Joe Wolfenden
725 21st street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
(916) 444-6249
Email - Jwolf@ns.net

EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment '

To. EBMUD-USBR

Attn. Kurt Ladensack
P.O. Box 24055, MS 305
Oakland Ca. 94623-1055

As a resident of the Midtown area of Sacramento I have been following the plans for
EBMUD to take American River water for use by its customers. I understand your
desire to access the water before it enters the Sacramento River. The quality and
taste is great, rivals any European bottled water.

1 applaud your decision to divert water from the downstream access so as to allow
the water flow in the American River to not be decreased in the upper channels
making recreation and environmental uses of the water to be optimized.

The concern that | am writing to you about is the impact that -
the installation of the diverter pipe on C street will have on
heavy truck traffic in the neighborhood. C street is the truck route
through midtown and during excavation there will likely be significant
impact on our already overcrowded streets during all hours of the day and

night.

Midtown is a residential neighborhood with many children and elderly
residents. There are not streetlights in the area that will become
impacted with the traffic . 1 and other residents are asking that EBMUD
install lighting in the neighborhood as a compromise for our support in
your project. The midtown neighborhood has very active community
associations which have brought projects to a standstill for years.
Working with a spirit of compromise 1 as an active participant in local
issues hope to be able to support your project in spite of its significant
negative impact on our neighborhood.

Ve

Ind96-1
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0' ~ EBMUD/USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project @
" {omment Form

Name: %""”"‘) Date: / - s0-78
Address; \?/ 3 s J C’; V@'
City/State/Zip ,QQ@-M Phone/Fee_ Y4 L—-525 2

Organization (if applicable) —_— n

Comments: ' : }

e T N vl
\_—-ﬁ—&w Arnd reng s S
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f:.L_«-q gﬁdo «?cﬁc Latee. '—g:_ ot pecle
7f: AT e

"IUMW Wwﬂm;

To commenton the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draﬁ E!R/EIS youcan: 1) Tumn in

" your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comunents to EBMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, P.O. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December
public meetings. The deadline for submitting conunents is January 3’6 1998. Thank you for your input.

Ind97-1

8-267



8-268



0 EBMUD/USER Supplemental Water Supply Project
Comment Form 0
Name: 4. ») ; éLJ Date: —2/ 2/ '7 £

Address: =3 10 6 . st .
City/State/zip 2 . C o, 958/ LpnonesFax{dit) 442-2237

Organization (if apphcable) /.
Comments: M:.?,C'nay d.LJ Cghﬂ-ﬂzv ZZ d |

/2, AALAL> ALV LA 2t LA 0 (AApecH]), A AL
. T / /s / Z/
. 2 ;&44 4 A 21 24 ZML L L1 722C p A_.///_

' (/
Y !‘4.;“ g Conae 41—{ T«A F Aeec [4

Z'Aw A—dt//&(/q s ¥,

0

.0 comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplémentat Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tum in
your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EBMUD, attn: Kurt

< Ladensack, PO. Box 24055 MS 305, Oaklaiid, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the Derember
public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Yhank you for your input.

Ind98-1
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EBMUD/USBR SHpuIemelitaIHaﬁf Supply Project v Eiv ey

b Comment Form ] - FEB 111995 -
Address:_ 310l O s
City/state/zip Soa Lo . as2/L Phone/Fax {216} MG 23337

Organization (if applicable) l
Comments: Z reslle Joue The ,Y»u.// Otf‘owl"/ ﬂ Ind99-1

Thees N _pponT Jol: MU /'Musej —”')é'ré The
_FLV!C“(L' ol “f’[us é’m‘{‘(ra NE:‘w/Ié)MAobﬂ( !
Diesise cousider —the plterne?- E
reute throush Lanauc oroperty uihere
(‘em"mﬁ wac® hoina plasaed . 7
J T

0

0

4o comment on the EBMUD-USBR Supplemental Water Supply Project Draft EIR/EIS you can: 1) Tumn in

your comment form during today’s meeting; 2) Mail your written comments to EEMUD, attn: Kurt
Ladensack, PO. Box 24055, MS 305, Oakland, CA 94623-1055; 3) Make a verbal statement at the December - 8271

public meetings. The deadline for submitting comments is February 17, 1998. Thank you for your input.
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. RECEIVED
Juty 2D.1%57 JUL 23 1997

WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENTS

crion, we fear that e o homs anc
sacrificed. Nolse, dust, and iack of
unwelcome . A telephone cable which serves
our and ather zsrea homes will need relacatian. Wiil service

pe inferrupted
After the pipeiine 1s in place, will routine inspecticons for
i and repairse bring more inconvenience to us? In future

Dear M=z ¥ 5 will expansion of the system be gesired, bringing new
. ) and ¢id concerns to our doorstep? Ind100-3
Thank you fro n B US to the meeting in Clements |ast At best, the land will be cd for too long. At worst,
month, We e learning of Lthe pro d pipelineg the vernal ponc common to your and our property will! bs
adjazent < (22744 Buena Vi Road, Clements). threatened ziong with 1ts wildlifs.
However, c p route hecause Gf Conoerns which The issues reiated to privacy, land use restrictlons,
were expresos he meeting. Our concerns are in these wildlife, altering the natural appearance of the land andg
arezs: pond, are especially significant to property owners such as
u=. Ve have paid extra high prices for our homes in order to
Satety. .. enjoy the benefits that are being threatsned by your

groposal .

T ed route plaw = the plpeline on your property
u d within close proximlty to our house., Within 100
¥ r house the proposed pipeline will be above our Sclutiong, Fecommendations, and Fegquests. .
f by an estimated 15 feet. A rupture 1n an 8" pipe
w under as much as 100 psi could cause devastation Please don‘t build & large, high pressure water pipe system
t Even more worrysome i1s the puyenuxa] for on our property or around our home. Safety and monitary
4 tg due to the predictable water flow, ziven Ind100-1 concerns are very sianitficant. Privacy, imconvenience, and
t exi18ting siopes and location of our home. Simply, the potential alterations to desireable conditions which now
potentizal water flow would create a river directed at our ’ exist are issues we consider important.
home, causing severe damade, potential broken prapane andg
electric lines, and trapped occupants. History shows that If, and only 1f, a pipeline is to pe constructsc along Buena
high pressure pipelines do rupture, sometimes with castly Vista Road centiguous to our property, please consider 2 ind100-4
results. route alteration., Move the entrance of the pipeline route
ocnto your property eastward along Buena Vists Road (Z00-300
Monitary. .. R vards 77 S0 as to be beyond the down-slope to our home.
Maintain the route beyond the crest of the hiil at our rear
it plaves the ine on our groperty for vard, S0 that the flow from a rupture would be directed
2 ) cf over 0 feet, =z acent to our property toward uninhabited areas of EBMUD property rather than
(psrt of which is up-slope from our homed for another {380 toward our home.
feet. The proposed route will wrap our home on two of our
four property lines, with a 90 degres turn in the middle.
Slncerely
The easement you seek wil) rict the use of a sizeahle
zection of our properiy, e: lly as related to parmanent | Indt00-2
crea < structures. We have ken preliminary eps (wall
2 for orchard or v1,e,ari) but now are §: d with
1 prohliitioen of those activities, by EBMUD, on Lacry
I : Future rncome, as wel! as, 22744
E affected. The safety Cleme
id negative monitary 209
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Chapter 8. Individuals’ Comments on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS

Response to Comments of Larry M. Salo and
Gretchen M. Salo

Because this letter was received prior to the beginning of the
comment period on the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS, EBMUD
responded in writing in a letter dated December 24, 1997.
Responses to the comments contained in that letter are also
provided below.

Ind100-1, Larry M. Salo and Gretchen M. Salo

The pipeline will be designed to very strict standards to
protect against rupture. For example, design engineers have
completed a detailed seismic evaluation of the project area
and developed appropriate design criteria to protect the
pipeline from rupture caused by a seismic event. EBMUD's
design criteria are more conservative than the current industry
standard for pipelines. It is highly unlikely that a catastrophic
rupture of the pipeline would occur.

Ind100-2, Larry M. Salo and Gretchen M. Salo

As a public agency, EBMUD is required to reimburse
landowners for fair market value of all properties that are
acquired for the project. Fair market value would be
determined through the use of property appraisals (prepared
by both EBMUD and the landowner) and negotiations. Itis
EBMUD’s intent that this process result in a fair compensation
to landowners for the monetary impacts associated with
project implementation. Any fences removed during
construction would be replaced in kind at no cost to the
landowners.

Ind100-3, Larry M. Salo and Gretchen M. Salo

During construction, there may be some short-term disruption
to landowners. EBMUD is committed to minimizing these
effects. See the response to the “Construction-Related

Environmental Commitments and Mitigation” major issue in
Chapter 3 of this document for a detailed discussion of this
topic.

The vernal pool discussed in this comment is recognized in
the 1997 Draft EIR/EIS as a valuable resource. The pipeline
alignment has been adjusted to avoid this area, and mitigation
measures have been included to eliminate the potential for
significant effects. EBMUD access to the pipeline would be
relatively infrequent. Most patrolling of the alignment would
be done from public roads.

Ind100-4, Larry M. Salo and Gretchen M. Salo

As part of planning and environmental documentation
activities, EBMUD evaluated a number of potential pipeline
alignments for the project. Based on the pipeline routing
criteria developed from feedback received during public
meetings and the approach that is outlined in the 1997 Draft
EIR/EIS, EBMUD has selected an appropriate route for the
pipeline Alignment 2 route. Two key criteria associated with
pipeline routing were the use of EBMUD-owned land and use
of the existing public rights-of-way as much as possible to
reduce effects on private property. These criteria were the
primary reasons for the location of the proposed pipeline

alignment.

EBMUD Supplemental Water Supply Project
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